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Abstract  
 
National Frameworks or performance regimes for individual public services or for 
sectors of the public services have become increasingly popular with successive 
governments in the UK since the New Labour administrations of Tony Blair and 
Gordon Brown. Since the advent of joined-up government introduced by the 
modernisation agenda of the first New Labour administration, governments have 
attempted to adopt a more strategic approach to policy and delivery of public services. 
Successive governments have produced more holistic policy and guidance that 
includes central government policy supplemented by advice, guidance and sometimes 
regulation on how public agencies should deliver the services. These have invariably 
been accompanied by revised arrangements intended to improve accountability and 
transparency and ultimately public assurance.   
National frameworks, or regimes, attempt to bring these three areas of policy 
development, service delivery and public assurance into a mutually supportive, 
coherent and joined-up approach. They are defined as “the context, the parameters, the 
agencies and the relationships operating within the three domains of policy 
development, service delivery and public assurance in public services or sectors” 
(Murphy, et al. 2018a). A conceptual model has been developed to show how the 
different parts of the frameworks are configured and inter-relate (Murphy and Lakoma 
2019), and this also serves to show which aspects of the frameworks or regimes are 
investigated in the twelve individual papers that are included in the submission.  
The publications that comprise this submission, and the research that underpinned 
them, fall into three types. The first type are critical reviews of a particular national 
framework or regime for a service or sector as a whole, which highlight inadequacies, 
omissions or potential improvements to the framework. Secondly, there are papers that 
are critical reviews across successive regimes or frameworks in a particular service or 
sector. Thirdly, there are critical reviews of individual parts, components or aspects of 
a particular service or sector. All of them share the same objective i.e. to highlight 
inadequacies, omissions or potential improvements. The particular focus of the 
individual papers submitted are shown in Table 1 containing the list of publications 
that also provides a simple taxonomy of the publication types.    
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The frameworks, the individual components, and/or any proposals for change are 
reviewed from the perspective of three statutory requirements. These three statutory 
requirements relate to all locally delivered public services within the four sectors 
investigated by the published papers, namely Local Authorities, Health and Social 
Care, the Police and Fire and Rescue Services.  
Throughout the study period these services and sectors, and the organisations that 
deliver these services, have been required, individually and collectively, to facilitate 
continuous improvement, to provide value for money and to deliver more accountable 
and transparent public assurance arrangements. These three statutory requirements are 
the underpinning objectives for all public service delivery in the UK since 1999. In all 
of the papers that follow they have been the common overarching objectives that form 
the basis of the evaluations. They are therefore the basis of the review of existing whole 
regimes in some of the papers; for the review of proposals for the replacement of whole 
frameworks or successive frameworks, or to the replacement of significant parts of 
frameworks or regimes. In some cases they also help to highlight realistic and feasible 
alternative arrangements, which, if adopted, could have better met the statutory 
requirements.  
The conceptual model is used as an analytical tool in order to evaluate individual 
frameworks/regimes or successive versions of frameworks or parts of frameworks. 
The model provides a coherent overview which potentially can be used to facilitate 
future evaluation of changes to frameworks or their constituent parts. 
Both the introductory chapter and the individual publications demonstrate how policy 
development, service delivery and/or public assurance arrangements in the four public 
services or sectors can be better understood, assessed and potentially improved, while 
acknowledging the appropriate financial and legislative parameters. Attempting to 
bring them together in a single framework enhances public understanding and 
encourages engagement as well as improving the potential to achieve better multiple-
agency co-operation, continuous improvement in service delivery and value for 
money.  
Collectively the publications also reveal a reluctance on the part of recent UK 
governments, and their advisers, to learn from good practice, from previous 
frameworks or from frameworks in alternative services or sectors. They also 
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demonstrate an insularity to innovations, new initiatives and examples of good practice 
from previous administrations and from international practice.       
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Introduction 
 
The structure for a PhD by publications submission is not established within the 
university’s regulations but can vary according to the content of the individual study. 
This submission starts with the list of publications that form the main part of the PhD, 
followed by individual summaries of the publications as required by the regulations. 
The individual publications all contain relevant literature, appropriate methodology 
and methods, analysis, findings, discussion and conclusions sufficient to have 
warranted publication. 
The summary of the individual publications is followed by an introductory chapter or 
critical study of the collective contents of these publications. Its purpose is to analyse 
the individual and collective publications comprising this submission; to state their 
significance, and to demonstrate the interrelationship between them as a coherent body 
of work. In so doing and as part of this narrative it will link the submitted papers to 
relevant theory; address and explain the methodologies adopted; and review some of 
the existing literature in the broader field as required by the university’s regulations 
(NTU 2018). The critical review is followed by the published copies of the full papers 
contained in the publications list.  
 
The Research Question 
The research question in a PhD by publications is inevitably different from a traditional 
PhD. In the author’s view, it is more an ex-post facto summary of what the papers 
sought to achieve, rather than the focus and catalyst for a single investigation. It has to 
cover the arc or range of the papers presented later. The collective research question 
that embraces all of the individual papers and the critical review that follows is:  
How effective are the policy development, service delivery and public 
assurance arrangements for public services in the UK, and how can they 
be improved while facilitating continuous improvement, achieving value 
for money and acknowledging the appropriate financial and legislative 
parameters?    
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The next section will analyse the individual publications that comprise the main part 
of this submission. It is important to emphasise that each of the papers responded to 
an appropriate research question or questions, which were established within the paper 
at the time they were written and not specifically to contribute to the collective research 
question. 
List of Publications 
 
Table 1 below, lists the submitted publications and their word counts. It also provides 
a simple taxonomy in that it identifies in the third column whether the individual paper 
is primarily about policy development (A), service delivery (B), public assurance (C), 
or (in all cases) the combination of two or more of the three.  
The fourth column then identifies whether the paper is about a single whole framework 
or regime (X), or multiple or successive frameworks/regimes (Y), or a significant part 
of a framework or successive frameworks/regimes (Z). The final column is the word 
counts. The list also has four subheadings (a-d) to identify which of the four services 
or sectors is the subject of the particular paper i.e. local government, health and social 
care, the police or fire and rescue services.  
Table 1. List of publications by service, by subject and by type of paper. 
                                               Title  Domains Type Word count   
a) LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
   
1. Murphy, P., Greenhalgh, K., and Jones, M. (2011) 
Comprehensive Performance Assessment and Public 
Services Improvement in England? A Case Study of the 
Benefits Administration Service in Local Government. 
Local Government Studies, 37(6), pp. 579-599. 
    B/C    Z 7397 
2. Murphy, P., Greenhalgh, K. and Jones, M. (2014). Housing 
and council tax benefits administration in England: a long-
term perspective on the performance of the local 
government delivery system. Local Government Studies, 40 
(5), pp. 729-744.  
   B/C    Y 5958 
3. Murphy, P., (2014a). The development of the strategic state 
and the performance management of local authorities in 
England. In: P. Joyce and A. Drumaux, eds., Strategic 
management in public organizations: European practices 
and perspectives. Abingdon: Routledge, pp. 243-255.  
 A/B/C    Y 5512 
4. Murphy, P. and Jones, M., (2016). Building the next model 
for intervention and turnaround in poorly performing local 
authorities in England. Local Government Studies, 42 (5), 
pp. 698-716.  
   A/C    Z 7146 
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b) HEALTH AND SOCIAL CARE 
   
5. Murphy, P., (2013). Public health and health and wellbeing 
boards: antecedents, theory and development. Perspectives 
in Public Health, 133 (5), pp. 248-253.   
   A/B    Z 4075 
6. Murphy, P., (2014b). Sport, physical activity and the 
establishment of Health and Wellbeing Boards in 
Nottingham and Nottinghamshire. Managing Leisure, 19 
(2), pp. 92-104.  
   A/B     Z 6247 
c) POLICE 
   
7. Murphy, P., Eckersley, P. and Ferry, L., (2017). 
Accountability and transparency: police forces in England 
and Wales. Public Policy and Administration, 32 (3), pp. 
197-213.  
  A/C    X 6911 
d) FIRE AND RESCUE SERVICES 
   
8. Murphy, P., Greenhalgh, K. and Parkin, C., (2012). Fire 
and rescue service reconfiguration: a case study in 
Nottinghamshire. International Journal of Emergency 
Services, 1 (1), pp. 86-94. 
  A/B/C    Z 4995 
9. Murphy, P. and Greenhalgh, K., (2013a). Performance 
management in fire and rescue services. Public Money & 
Management, 33 (3), pp. 225-232.  
  A/B/C    Y  9260 
10. Murphy, P., Greenhalgh, K., Ferry, L. and Glennon, 
R., (2019). Fire and Rescue. Chapter 6 in: P. Murphy, L. 
Ferry, R. Glennon and K. Greenhalgh, eds., Public service 
accountability: rekindling a debate. Cham, Switzerland: 
Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 107-125.  
  A/B/C     Y 5929 
11. Murphy, P., Lakoma, K., Greenhalgh, K and Taylor, L. 
(2019). A comparative appraisal of recent and proposed 
changes to the fire and rescue services in England and 
Scotland. Chapter 14 in P. Wankhade, L. McCann, and P. 
Murphy, Critical Perspectives on the Management and 
Organisation of Emergency Services. Abingdon Oxon: 
Taylor and Francis.  
  A/B/C    Y 6609 
12. Murphy, P., and Lakoma, K. (2019). Developing a model 
to facilitate evaluation of performance regimes and 
national frameworks. Working Paper 7. Nottingham: 
Nottingham Trent University.   
  A/B/C    Y 4649 
Word counts 
 
Introduction and summary of submitted publications  ……………………………………       5,916 
Critical study………………………………………………….…………………………….    18,855 
Submitted publications ……………………………………………………………………      74,688                                                                              
Total……………………………………………………………………………………….       99,459 
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Summary analysis of the individual publications 
 
Paper 1: 
Murphy, P., Greenhalgh, K., & Jones, M. (2011) Comprehensive Performance 
Assessment and Public Services Improvement in England? A Case Study of the 
Benefits Administration Service in Local Government, Local Government Studies, 
37:6, 579-599.  
This is the first of two largely empirical papers relating to the benefits administration 
service in local authorities that form part of this submission. Two later papers (papers 
3 and 4) look at the performance management of local government from a more holistic 
comparative perspective.  
The policy for determining who should be receiving benefits was effectively 
determined by central government with local government administering their 
distribution, and the Audit Commission, external auditors and the Benefits Fraud 
Inspectorate responsible for monitoring performance and providing assurance to the 
public. The paper therefore addresses both service delivery and public assurance and 
is clearly concerned with a part (albeit an important part) of the Comprehensive 
Performance Assessment (CPA) framework. 
The purpose of the paper was to evaluate the impact of the CPA regime on one 
particular public service, namely the distribution of council tax and housing benefits 
by local authorities throughout the course of the CPA regime. CPA went through a 
number of iterations and this service was assessed in every iteration of the CPA 
methodology and it included one of the few key performance indicators (KPIs) where 
the definition of the performance indicator, the means of collection and the public 
reporting of its results, remained the same throughout the CPA period between 2002 
and 2008. 
Paper 1 was the first post-2010 paper to conclude that, contrary to the prevailing 
political rhetoric of the incoming government, there had been sustained and significant 
improvement in the performance of the Council Tax Benefit and Housing Benefit 
services administered by local authorities throughout the CPA period. This occurred 
irrespective of the size or type of authority, the nature of the political control of 
authorities or the urban or rural nature of the administrative areas. This improvement 
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was mirrored in the general improvement of local government services throughout the 
CPA period, which shows that the improvement in benefits was not achieved at the 
expense of other services (Audit Commission 2009).  
In terms of the theory of organisational change, the paper contended that the CPA 
regime itself acted as the ‘change agent’ for the system as a whole and that institutional 
isomorphism operated at the service level. Institutional isomorphic change can arise 
due to three potentially interrelated mechanisms: coercive, mimetic and normative 
isomorphism (DiMaggio and Powell 1991). The paper concluded that CPA acted as 
both an inter-organisational and intra-organisational catalytic trigger (Osborne et al. 
1995). It also concluded that the implementation of CPA, and the inclusion of the 
performance of the benefits services within CPA, acted as a coercive trigger that 
promoted a combination of both mimetic and normative isomorphism across the 
service leading to widespread sustainable improvements in the services to claimants. 
 
Paper 2: 
Murphy, P., Greenhalgh, K. and Jones, M. (2014). Housing and council tax 
benefits administration in England: a long-term perspective on the performance 
of the local government delivery system. Local Government Studies, 40 (5), pp. 
729-744. 
This is the second of two, largely empirical papers relating to the Benefits 
Administration Service in Local Government that are part of this submission. As with 
the previous paper it addresses both service delivery and public assurance and is 
clearly part of the wider local authority frameworks but this paper deals with 
successive performance frameworks or regimes rather than just CPA. 
In 2010 the Coalition government announced that between 2013 and the end of 2017, 
all existing claims to income-based welfare allowances, including housing benefit, 
would gradually move to the proposed universal credits system (DWP 2010). This 
paper evaluates the performance of the Council Tax and Housing Benefits 
Administration Services under the previous system for the delivery of these benefits 
since they were transferred fully to local authorities in 1993, and continued up until 
December 2011.  
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During this period the performance of local government has been influenced by four 
successive national performance regimes, namely: Compulsory Competitive 
Tendering (CCT); Best Value; Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA) and 
Comprehensive Area Assessment (CAA). Paper 1 above (Murphy, et al. 2011) found 
a significant improvement in performance across all types of authorities in all parts of 
the country during the CAA period. This second paper provided a longer-term 
perspective on the performance of the benefits service between 1993 and the end of 
2011.  
The research findings showed that under CCT the performance of the system was poor, 
with wide variations in individual local authority performance, many acknowledged 
inadequacies in the system and unacceptably high levels of fraud. Towards the end of 
CCT and in the subsequent Best Value period, the antecedents of some of the tools and 
techniques subsequently used to drive improvement in the CPA era, were either put in 
place or were being developed.  
However, the Best Value period itself did not show significant improvements and it 
was not until many of the initiatives were refined, developed and applied within the 
CPA framework, that sustained and significant improvements became evident. This 
overall improvement generally continued under the CAA regime although the previous 
trend of consistent reductions in the variation between authorities’ performance had 
changed between 2009–2010 and 2011–2012. Post-CAA the gap between the 
performance of the best and the performance of the worst authorities widened as 
improvement in the poorest performing authorities stalled and then went into reverse.  
At the time of publication it was too early to judge whether these trends would be 
maintained under the Coalition Government’s localism regime (Lowndes and Pratchett 
2012), and the introduction of sector-led performance management (LGA 2012a, 
2012b).  
 
Paper 3:  
Murphy, P. (2014b). The development of the strategic state and the performance 
management of local authorities in England. In: P. Joyce and A. Drumaux, 
eds., Strategic management in public organizations: European practices and 
perspectives. Abingdon: Routledge, pp. 243-255. 
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This contribution to a research monograph took a high-level and long-term perspective 
on the performance management of local authorities. The book, as its title suggests, 
was an international comparative analysis of the development of the strategic state 
across European countries. 
The paper examined the strategic development of the performance management, 
external inspection and intervention regimes developed by central government for 
local authority services in England between 1999 and 2010. It then analysed their 
subsequent experience under the coalition government following the 2010 general 
election. It addressed all three domains of policy development, service delivery and 
public assurance, and dealt with successive frameworks as a whole.   
Between 1997 and 2010 there was considerable evidence of a ‘strategic’ central state 
in relation to the management of locally delivered public services. The central state, in 
cooperation with local public service delivery organisations, was gradually acquiring 
the capacities and organization to be more effective at local interventions, and was 
becoming increasingly ‘strategic’ in these interventions as they became based upon an 
increasingly robust and comprehensive evidence base, and demonstrably effective 
practice and experience. The government and key stakeholders, such as the Local 
Government Association and the Audit Commission, also gradually built the necessary 
infrastructure, organizations and networks to promote continual improvement and 
generate organizational and sectoral innovations in public service delivery. 
This paper argued that under the coalition government of 2010-2015, this gave way to 
a less coherent approach (‘post 2010 fragmentation’) as the coalition prioritized short 
and medium term reductions in public expenditure over public service improvements 
and promoted market based responses to public service reform. The paper initially 
described the New Labour years but also attempted to explain some of the conceptual 
confusions and apparent inconsistencies in contemporary policy proposals for locally 
delivered public services under the coalition government.  
Post 2010 the capacity to systematically produce and quality assure the evidence upon 
which public policy decisions were based was generally being sacrificed to meet the 
short-term financial imperative of reducing public expenditure. As a result, the central 
state’s ability to intervene strategically and effectively was consistently compromised.  
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Paper 4:  
Murphy, P. and Jones, M. (2016). Building the next model for intervention and 
turnaround in poorly performing local authorities in England. Local Government 
Studies, 42 (5), pp. 698-716.  
This paper examined the design and implementation of the two alternative strategies 
adopted for the intervention and turnaround of poorly performing local authorities in 
England in the two distinct periods of 2002-2008 and 2011-2015. It therefore deals 
with a significant change of both policy and external scrutiny and public assurance 
arrangements. It also focusses on one part of successive frameworks (intervention) 
rather than the whole frameworks.  
The first model was integral to the two Comprehensive Performance Management 
regimes (CPA and CAA) of New Labour, while the second to the Sector Led 
Improvement regime (SLI) of the Coalition Government. The paper was a response to 
a series of recent evaluations that had been published, for or on behalf of the main 
proponents and developers of the Sector Led Improvement model, the Local 
Government Association (LGA), (Bennett et al. 2014, Downe, et al; 2014, 
LGA 2012a, 2012b, Planning Advisory Service 2013). 
The intention was not to determine which regime had the most merit or inadequacies, 
but rather to synthesize knowledge and identify those areas that could be improved as 
policy and practice moved forward. The paper found that both models had merits as 
well as weaknesses, dependent upon context and policy priorities. It provided a review 
of when and where alternative models could be used, but also highlighted the 
significant loss of a range of sophisticated tools and techniques that had previously 
been available to assess or interrogate the evidence for intervention and improvement.  
A comparison of the evidence available for managing local authority performance 
indicated that the evidence available up to 2010 (primarily within the Audit 
Commission), was improving, while the evidence base available after 2010 
deteriorated appreciably. The paper pointed to a need for a more transparent, robust 
and independent appraisal of the costs and benefits of alternative forms of intervention, 
and the likelihood of sustainability of the different approaches in particular 
circumstances.  
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More recent interventions in Rochdale (Klonowski 2013), Rotherham (Jay 2014), 
Birmingham (Kershaw 2014), Essex (Lucas 2015), Avon (Baker 2017) and 
Northamptonshire (Caller 2018) support the view that the contemporary SLI model 
was not adequate in all individual cases, and the paper highlighted the need for a more 
comprehensive analysis and appraisal of both the CPA and SLI regimes.  
On a practical level, the paper and its underpinning research provided the basis for 
contributions to successive governments’ consultations that sought to review the 
current intervention protocols in Fire and Rescue Services (Murphy and Greenhalgh 
2012, 2015, Murphy et al. 2018b).   
This paper was runner-up and highly commended in Local Government Studies Best 
Paper of the Year. 
 
Paper 5:  
Murphy, P. (2013). Public health and health and wellbeing boards: antecedents, 
theory and development. Perspectives in Public Health, 133 (5), pp. 248-253.   
This is the first of two exploratory research papers that dealt with the policy and 
implementation of the 2012 Health and Social Care Act. The 2012 Health and Social 
Care Act inter alia, transferred responsibility for public health in England from 
primary care trusts to local authorities (from which it had come in 1974 (DoH 2011). 
This paper traced the theoretical and policy antecedents of the proposals and 
highlighted key changes since their original conception in the 2010 public health white 
paper (DoH 2010). It considered the alternative theoretical interpretations of Agency 
Theory, Public Choice Theory, or Public Value/New Public Service Theory and 
concluded that the development of health and well-being boards and their objectives 
could best be understood by viewing them through the theoretical prism of public value 
or new public service theory.  
It then explored the two alternative narratives being promoted on the one hand by the 
Secretary of State (Andrew Lansley) who favoured privatisation and competition 
within the system based upon price competition. This was juxtaposed with the position 
of Chief Executive of the NHS, Sir David Nicholson who favoured a more 
collaborative approach with greater emphasis on competition based upon the quality 
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of procedures and outcomes rather than price. It also discussed alternative approaches 
to the use of evidence, contrasting the influence of neo-liberal ideology and policy 
based evidence making with the traditional more pragmatic approach of the NHS, that 
traditionally favours evidenced based policy making. 
The paper suggested that the drafting of secondary legislation and the development of 
advice and guidance relating to implementation, delivery and the future operating 
environment for public health and for health and wellbeing boards should be 
predicated on the principles of creating public value (Moore 1997, Bennington and 
Moore 2011).  Similarly that health and well-being strategies should be focused on the 
development of local community and be population based and therefore explicitly 
public strategies, as exemplified by Mulgan (2009). 
These policy and implementation proposals, needed to be complemented by a 
continually improving joint strategic needs assessment (JSNA) and a robust evidence 
base, allowing real-time, remote and open access with built-in quality assurance 
mechanisms. New techniques for collaborative or network-capacity building, 
innovation and individual and collective organisational development and 
infrastructural support would be needed. In these circumstances, the growing literature 
and experience that draws on social network analysis (Stephenson 2011) and wider 
partnership working for service improvement were identified as potential pathways to 
explore. This paper contributed to the rapidly expanding critical literature around the 
2012 Health and Social Care Act that is now widely regarded as the most damaging 
reform of the NHS since its inception (The Kings Fund 2014). 
 
Paper 6:  
Murphy, P., (2014c). Sport, physical activity and the establishment of Health and 
Wellbeing Boards in Nottingham and Nottinghamshire. Managing Leisure, 19 (2), 
pp. 92-104. 
This exploratory paper investigates the implications for sport and physical activity 
from the emergence of Health and Wellbeing Boards in Nottinghamshire and the City 
of Nottingham. The paper focussed on parts of the operational mandate of the NHS 
relating to public health and examined the role that sport and physical activity could 
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potentially make during its implementation. It did not address the whole of the new 
regime implemented by the Act. 
The paper examined both the theory and practice behind the emerging governance 
arrangements, the strategic objectives and priorities, and the developing evidence base 
for future policy and delivery within the two areas. Although the paper was primarily 
based upon exploratory research, the primary and secondary evidence suggested that 
both the theoretical development of the background policy and legislation, and the 
practical preparation and development on the ground in Nottingham and 
Nottinghamshire, were best understood through the theoretical lens of Public Value or 
New Public Service Theory (Bennington and Moore 2011). Thus the nature, scope and 
role of the new Health and Wellbeing Boards were best understood and their future 
strategy and operations best anticipated by applying this form of theoretical analysis 
and interpretation. 
In practice both Nottingham and Nottinghamshire, communities of interest 
unequivocally adopted a pragmatic approach to the NHS reforms and the new 
organisational landscape that was emerging. This was clearly being built upon existing 
policies, objectives, strategies and governance arrangements established under the 
previous system of Local Strategic Partnerships, Community Strategies and Local 
Area Agreements, rather than attempting to build wholly new policies and structures. 
These arrangements emphasise the several and mutually collective responsibilities for 
local public services based upon the centrality of the community or public interest as 
articulated in a series of public strategies or programmes, with the public citizen or the 
community at the centre, rather than the ambitions of individual organisations (Goss 
2007, Mulgan 2009, Murphy 2013)   
Finally, recommendations were made that would facilitate the development of the 
sector’s contribution and enhance the strategic positioning of the sector within the 
post-Olympic policy environment; the new public health system and the emerging 
health and wellbeing policy and delivery agenda.  
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Paper 7:  
Murphy, P., Eckersley, P. and Ferry, L., (2017). Accountability and 
transparency: police forces in England and Wales. Public Policy and 
Administration, 32 (3), pp. 197-213. 
This paper focused on how government reforms have changed the nature of 
accountability arrangements for the 43 territorial police forces in England and Wales. 
It was based on empirical research commissioned by the National Audit Office (Ferry 
and Murphy 2015) and addressed both policy development and the accountability and 
transparency arrangements that form part of the public assurance domain of the 
national framework. It therefore dealt with a significant part of the national framework 
rather than the whole framework. 
Between 2010 and 2015, the UK’s Coalition Government introduced directly-elected 
Police and Crime Commissioners (PCCs) to oversee English and Welsh police forces, 
and also required every force to publish a range of performance and financial 
information online. Together with the fact that front-line policing services have not 
been outsourced or privatised, this suggests that strong ‘downwards’ accountability 
mechanisms exist through which residents can hold their local force to account.  
The paper explored the conceptual nature of accountability, before analysing the 
evolution of the various regimes that are required to monitor financial and operational 
performance in the police service and provide assurance to the public. These regimes 
expanded under the New Labour administrations but were radically reformed by the 
Conservative-led coalition government that held office between May 2010 and May 
2015. The paper shows how these reforms sought to improve ‘downwards’ 
accountability to citizens by introducing elected Police and Crime Commissioners 
(PCCs) and giving the public greater access to data about the activities of their local 
force as part of the government’s ‘transparency’ agenda. Paradoxically, however, the 
changes have resulted in police accountability arrangements becoming more complex 
and opaque.  
The new arrangements were significantly more complex than their predecessors, 
because many more actors were involved – several of which assumed the role of both 
‘principal’ and ‘agent’ in different accountability relationships. Although forces may 
be more responsive to communities than the police authorities that they replaced (and 
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this is at least partly due to the introduction of directly-elected PCCs), it was too 
simplistic to argue that they are subject primarily to ‘downwards’ accountability 
mechanisms. Despite the abolition of centralised targeting frameworks, the annual all-
force inspections called ‘Police Effectiveness Efficiency and Legitimacy’ (PEEL) 
inspections (HMICFRS 2019) and the continued power of the Home Secretary to 
intervene in the governance and management of forces meant that ‘upwards’ 
accountability structures remained robust. 
Although direct elections may appear seductive as a means of strengthening the 
‘downwards’ link between public officials and citizens, they do not necessarily 
simplify accountability procedures. As the South Yorkshire Police and Crime 
Commissioner case demonstrated (BBC News 2014), such initiatives may need to be 
accompanied by additional oversight or intervention mechanisms to prevent 
individuals subsequently perceived to be unsuitable from remaining in post. 
 
Paper 8:  
Murphy, P., Greenhalgh, K. and Parkin, C., (2012). Fire and rescue service 
reconfiguration: a case study in Nottinghamshire. International Journal of 
Emergency Services, 1 (1), pp. 86-94. 
This is the first of a series of papers on policy development, service delivery and 
accountability, transparency and public assurance in the UKs’ Fire and Rescue 
Services. This first paper, which adopted a relatively simple perspective based upon 
principal-agent theory, focussed upon the Integrated Risk Management process 
introduced in 2004 as part of the first framework but ever-present in all subsequent 
frameworks.   
Fire and Rescue Authorities (FRA) were required by the Fire and Rescue Act 2004 
and successive national frameworks (ODPM 2004, 2006, DCLG 2008, 2012, Home 
Office 2018a) to produce local integrated risk management plans (IRMP). These plans 
set out the authority's strategy for reducing the commercial, economic and social 
impact of fires and other emergency incidents. This replaced the previous system 
based on national standards and incident response times, that had prevailed for the 
previous 50 years. The Act also changed the basis for assessing ‘risk’ from a focus on 
risks to buildings, premises and property to a more holistic assessment focussing on 
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risks to people and communities, as well as to property (Murphy and Greenhalgh 
2014a, 2014b). This changed the pattern of risk in all communities which then 
influences the most economic, efficient and effective configuration of emergency 
services.  
Nottinghamshire Fire and Rescue Services were the first authority to attempt a 
comprehensive review of risk across the whole of their administrative area, through a 
Fire Cover Review. They commissioned Nottingham Business School to supplement 
data and intelligence, advice and quality assure the process and provide external 
independent ‘objectivity’ to both the service and the authority (Murphy and 
Greenhalgh 2011).  
NFRS were able to develop a comprehensive evidence base that enabled them to 
undertake a robust and detailed review of the individual and community risks at 
various levels across the county and its immediate surrounding areas (Murphy and 
Greenhalgh 2011, 2014). This required constant refreshing and updating as patterns of 
risk changed and new techniques and information become available.  
The quality assurance of the evidence and the systems and processes adopted by the 
project team were critical to the efficient and effective operation of the review and the 
confidence of key stakeholders in the outcome. The service may not have anticipated 
the success of this strategy but retrospectively it is clear that it was very successful and 
the new approach to the assessment of risk has been widely replicated across the UK, 
Europe, North America and Australasia.  
The underpinning research for this paper formed a key part of the 2014 REF impact 
case study entitled From Buildings to People: A New Regulatory Regime for Fire and 
Rescue Services (Murphy 2014c).  
 
Paper 9:  
Murphy, P. and Greenhalgh, K., (2013a). Performance management in fire and 
rescue services. Public Money & Management, 33 (3), pp. 225-232. 
This article analysed and evaluated performance management regimes used in fire and 
rescue services from the Best Value regime of 1999 through to the arrangements 
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enshrined in the national framework of 2012 (DCLG 2012). It suggested components 
for a new revised performance management regime and dealt with all three areas of 
policy development, service delivery and performance assurance arrangements. It 
investigated successive national frameworks. 
In a paper published much later on the general concept of performance regimes, Martin 
et al. (2016, p. 129) state  
“We conclude that the concept is valuable. It helps to frame comparative 
and longitudinal analyses of approaches to performance assessment and 
draws attention to the ways in which public service performance regimes 
operate at different levels, how they change over time and what drives 
their development. Areas for future research include analysis of the 
impacts of performance regimes and interactions between their visible 
features (such as inspections, performance indicators and star ratings) 
and the veiled rationalities which underpin them”.  
Paper 9 included analysis of the impacts of performance regimes and interactions 
between their visible features, such as inspections and performance indicators. In both 
theory and in practice it anticipated the call from Martin et al. in 2016. 
The coalition government had undertaken a strategic review of the national framework 
for Fire and Rescue Services (DCLG 2010) and the framework that emerged (DCLG 
2012) was considered superficial, cursory and insubstantial. The research focused on 
a document analysis of previous performance management regimes supplemented by 
formal and informal surveys and interviews with senior officers and members of the 
FRSs, academics and other interested parties from both the FRSs community and 
practitioners and policy-makers from other public services.  
The paper demonstrated that FRSs in England and Wales significantly improved their 
performance as a result of the Comprehensive Performance Assessment and 
Comprehensive Area Assessment regimes, but that there was still clear potential to 
further improvement in services and the opportunity to make further productivity and 
efficiency gains. 
The authors contended that a new performance management regime could be 
delivered, which reduces the burden on FRSs, but improves the quality assurance 
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offered to the government and the general public (Murphy and Greenhalgh, 2011, 
2013b, 2013c, 2013d). They argued that any new regime should be built on tools and 
techniques from previous regimes, rather than creating new mechanisms, while 
acknowledging that a number of the contemporary tools, techniques, standards and 
benchmarks needed revising and updating. Similarly, the policy and institutional 
changes in the UK since the general election of 2010, and the roles and responsibilities 
of key stakeholders demanded re-articulation, commitment and leadership from both 
the government and the FRSs at national and local levels. Its recommendations 
included amendments and refinements to the national framework and it signposted a 
way forward for the sector in terms of an updated performance management regime. 
This paper won the 2013 FIRE/Gore Annual award for Outstanding Research – these 
are the only annual research awards in Fire and Rescue Research. There are only two 
categories (Outstanding Research and Best Research Poster). 
 
Paper 10:  
Murphy, P., Greenhalgh, K., Ferry, L. and Glennon, R., (2019). Fire and 
Rescue. Chapter 6 in: P. Murphy, L. Ferry, R. Glennon and K. Greenhalgh, 
eds., Public service accountability: rekindling a debate. Cham, Switzerland: 
Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 107-125. 
This paper drew upon research originally commissioned by the National Audit Office 
(Ferry and Murphy 2015, Murphy 2015) that informed a number of NAO reports most 
notably the Financial Sustainability of Fire and Rescue Services (NAO, 2015) the 
subsequent Public Accounts Select Committee Inquiry based on the NAO report (PAC 
2016), and chapters 1 to 4 of the Policing and Crime Act 2017. The research was 
updated to cover the following year, 2016, and published in a book that dealt with all 
four locally delivered services or sectors, Local Government, Health and Social Care, 
Police and Fire and Rescue Services (Murphy et al. 2019a). Both the book and this 
particular chapter dealt with policy development, service delivery and public assurance 
within successive national frameworks.   
By 2018, the government were in the process of enacting reforms to the fire and rescue 
services modelled on the policing reforms (the subject of Chapter 5 in the book) via 
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provisions in Chapters 1-4 of the Policing and Crime Act 2017, which received royal 
assent in January 2018. The fire and rescue services have, like all public services, 
experienced austerity-localism (Lowndes and Pratchett 2012) and a performance 
management, governance and assurance regime similar to the one imposed on local 
government. This had recently been deemed inadequate and in need of urgent and 
extensive reform by the (then) Home Secretary Theresa May (May 2016) and the 
(then) Police and Fire Minister Brandon Lewis (Lewis 2017). Unlike the other local 
services, major reforms in Fire and Rescue Services were anticipated in the future 
rather than experienced during 2010-2015. The paper used the evaluative framework 
in paper 12 to explore the implications for fire and rescue services. 
The paper itself firstly focused on changes in governance, accountability and public 
assurance arrangements for Fire and Rescue Services in the years between 2010 and 
2015. It then focussed on how recent Coalition and Conservative government reforms 
had changed the nature of accountability arrangements within locally delivered public 
services. It provided some background to the economic and political landscape 
together with a chronology of events, before moving on to discuss the public 
assurance, accountability and transparency arrangements.  
It concluded that since 2015 there had been clear improvements to accountability and 
transparency in fire and rescue services, although it would have been difficult for the 
government not to act and act decisively given the inadequacy of previous 
arrangements and the highly critical reports from the NAO (2015) and the Public 
Accounts Select Committee (PAC 2016).  
Finally, the paper raised the issue of continued disinvestment in the service as further 
reductions in public expenditure were planned up until 2021. As the Grenfell Tower 
disaster had shown (Hackitt 2018) Fire and Rescue Services are facing rapidly 
changing and ever more complex challenges, and they were having to do so within a 
resource envelope that was diminishing and was planned by the Treasury to  diminish 
further up to 2020 (Murphy 2016a). 
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Paper 11:  
Murphy, P., Lakoma, K., Greenhalgh, K and Taylor, L. (2019). A comparative 
appraisal of recent and proposed changes to the fire and rescue services in England 
and Scotland. Chapter 14 in P. Wankhade, L. McCann, and P. Murphy, Critical 
Perspectives on the Management and Organisation of Emergency Services. 
Abingdon Oxon: Taylor and Francis.  
The arrangements for developing policy, delivering services and providing assurance 
to the public for Fire and Rescue Services in Scotland and England have diverged 
significantly since 2010, facilitated by the devolution of responsibility for local public 
services to the Scottish Government (2013a, 2013b). This divergence generated an 
opportunity to compare the two service regimes, which, for over a hundred and fifty 
years shared the same antecedents and history (Ewen 2010, Murphy and Greenhalgh 
2018). The catalyst for this new appraisal has been the publication of a series of key 
policy and assurance documents in both countries, (Audit Scotland 2018, Home Office 
2018a, HMICFRS 2018a, Scottish Parliament 2019). The research question adopted 
for the study was “how do policy development, service delivery and public assurance 
compare between the two countries?” This paper therefore looked at these areas and 
the successive regimes or frameworks for the service in the two countries.  
Previous studies have individually explored the antecedents and the first five years of 
the development in the two countries between 2010 and 2015 (Taylor et al. 2018, 
Murphy and Greenhalgh 2018). In Scotland the previous eight locally based Fire and 
Rescue Services where amalgamated into a single service. In England, greater 
collaboration between the emergency services has been the predominant policy focus 
and Police and Crime Commissioners have been encouraged to develop into Police, 
Fire and Crime Commissioners with a single governance arrangement for both 
services.  
The research found the policy priority in Scotland focused on improving public 
services and in particularly improving outcomes, which was consistent with the policy 
emphasis in England prior to the 2010 general election. Horizontal integration to 
achieve economies of scale and greater efficiencies were an ambition of the New 
Labour administrations of 1997-2010, although few amalgamations of services 
actually took place. Indeed some of the changes in Scotland might well have emerged 
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as a logical next stage or at least as policy options in England had the general election 
not intervened. 
Significant changes in the structural and organisational landscape was the most visible 
contrast between the two countries in terms of service delivery, with Scotland 
favouring the amalgamation of their Fire and Rescue Services into a national service. 
The crucial issues were how well the services were performing, how efficiently they 
were spending the public’s money and ultimately how safe their communities were as 
a result.    
The findings of the investigation and those of others (Audit Scotland 2018, Scottish 
Parliament 2019) tended to favour the approach in Scotland. It was clear that England 
had financial management and expenditure targets as its central priority. Yet, in value 
for money terms, and in terms of financial targets, (which are equally challenging in 
both countries), it was Scotland that appeared to have been more successful.  
The research found clearer lines of accountability between the government and the 
service; more and more focussed parliamentary, national and local scrutiny; and more 
robust and effective frameworks for inter-agency working in Scotland than exist, or 
were anticipated, in England. 
There were clear differences in the economy, efficiency and effectiveness of the two 
systems. England had poor government leadership leading to ad hoc restructuring, 
resulting in reduced assurance, sub-optimal delivery and rising risks to achieving value 
for money.  Scotland had an unfinished transformation project that nevertheless 
demonstrated individual and collective leadership, a coherent strategic approach, value 
for money and improved delivery outcomes. 
A research poster based on this research won the 2018 FIRE/Gore Annual award for a 
research poster.   
 
Paper 12:  
Murphy, P., and Lakoma, K. (2019). Developing a model to facilitate evaluation of 
performance regimes and national frameworks. Working Paper 7. Nottingham: 
Nottingham Trent University.   
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In 2016, the government acknowledged the inadequacy of the previous policy 
development, service delivery and public assurance arrangements in Fire and Rescue 
Services with the (then) Home Secretary Theresa May admitting “it is currently almost 
impossible to scrutinise your local fire and rescue service. There’s no independent 
inspectorate; no regular audit of performance; and only limited available data on 
performance over time or between areas” (Home Office 2016 p.8). Chapter 1- 4 of the 
Policing and Crime Act 2017 and the new National Framework for Fire and Rescue 
Services published in 2018 directly addressed, amongst other things, these three issues.      
This working paper describes the conceptual model that was developed by the author 
to show how different parts of national frameworks or performance regimes are 
configured and interrelate. The model has appeared in a series of workshops and 
conference presentations and an early developmental version appears in the 
professional press (Murphy and Glennon 2018a). The model is shown in Figures 1 and 
2 on pages 38 and 42 of this thesis, and a more detailed version is articulated in this 
paper. This paper is included because of the centrality of the model to the thesis. It is 
refined and explained in more detail in the critical study that follows as the next section 
of this submission. 
A copy of the paper (which has been published and is within the public domain), 
together with an explanation of the model, has recently been requested by Her 
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services to assist in the 
development of future performance management regimes for both the territorial police 
forces and for fire and rescue services.   
  
30 
 
Critical Study 
 
Background and Context 
 
The publications upon which this submission rests, were published over a period of 
approximately 8 years. With the exception of paper 2, which investigates a much 
longer timescale from the introduction of compulsory competitive tendering in the 
1980s, the papers focus on the period from the election of the first New Labour 
administration of Tony Blair until early 2019 and the May local elections. 
 During that time the relevant academic literature, as well as theory and practice, 
developed and changed significantly in public services within the UK, not least 
because of the 2008/2009 recession, and the strategic and economic policy responses 
adopted by the 2010-2015 Conservative led Coalition Government (HMG 2010), the 
2015-2016 majority Conservative administration (Conservatives 2015) and the 
minority Conservative administration from 2016 to-date. These changes were often a 
direct replacement for arrangements introduced and developed by the previous New 
Labour administrations between 1997-2010. 
In order to help demonstrate and make evident the interrelationship between the 
submitted papers it may be helpful to explain some  academic and professional 
background that has informed the author’s approach to the subject areas and the 
perspective that has been adopted in the original research and the subsequent 
publications upon which this submission is based.  
The author’s academic background has essentially been characterised by the study and 
interest in a multi-disciplinary approach to scholarship at undergraduate and 
postgraduate levels. The author’s professional experience, in local and central 
government (between 1977-2000 and 2000-2009 respectively), also contributed to an 
ongoing interest in the systematic and systemic approaches to the development of 
policy, and the delivery of public services (Garret 1987, 1990, Senge 1990, 1994, 
1999, Virtanen and Kaivo-oja 2015). This long-term in-depth knowledge of the subject 
area has many advantages and strengths, but as an academic, it also generates potential 
tensions and challenges because of the proximity of the research area to the researcher. 
The challenge for the researcher is to ensure objectivity because they need to be able 
to ‘stand outside the research area,’ remain objective and follow appropriate ethical 
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procedures. Although ‘true’ objectivity is ultimately unattainable in social science 
research the researcher must acknowledge and appreciate why the pursuit of 
objectivity needs to be part of the research approach.  
Systematic and systemic approaches are dynamic and improvements in their operation 
are feasible and desirable, not only at the organisational (such as the individual local 
planning authority) level, but also at the multi-organisational and national levels i.e. 
the overall effectiveness of the planning system. These systems have to be, and are, 
sensitive and responsive to changes in their environments. Their operation and 
performance can be assessed against national objectives, outputs and outcomes, for 
example in the most recent Revised National Planning Framework (MHCLG 2019). 
The performance of the national system can also be compared internationally against 
the performance of similar systems in other jurisdictions (Voets et al. 2019).  
This background in multi-disciplinary, trans-disciplinary and interdisciplinary issues 
later emerges in some of the papers that form part of this submission. It would however 
be overly simplistic to associate the author’s local government experience directly with 
service delivery or his central government experience with only policy development 
as in truth, policy, delivery and assurance have always been inextricably interrelated 
throughout both periods.    
The next section describes the analytical and evaluative lens through which changes 
to the subject areas of the individual and collective papers (local government, health 
and social care, the police and fire and rescue services) are viewed. Before attempting 
to do so, it might be useful to restate the collective research question that embraces all 
of the individual papers and the critical review that follows, which is:  
How effective are the policy development, service delivery and public 
assurance arrangements for public services in the UK, and how can they 
be improved while facilitating continuous improvement, achieving value 
for money and acknowledging the appropriate financial and legislative 
parameters?    
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The analytical and evaluative lens through which the subjects of the individual 
and collective papers were viewed  
 
The first New Labour administration of 1997-2001 introduced two initiatives as 
statutory requirements on public services and redefined the way that a third, the 
requirement to achieve ‘value for money’, was to be determined. These three 
requirements were collectively to provide not only improved and continuously 
improving public services, but also greater assurance to government, the public and 
other stakeholders that public money was being spent as effectively as possible and for 
the purpose for which it was collected.  
The three requirements have particular resonance for the underpinning research and 
subsequent publications presented in this submission. They are not the full legislative 
requirements placed upon public services (there are clearly more specific obligations 
applicable to each of the four services or sectors studied), but collectively they provide 
the analytical or evaluative lens which has been adopted in the publications and in the 
narrative that follows. These legislative requirements are not immutable and may be 
subject to change in the future, but they have remained constant factors throughout the 
study period of this thesis. They are also ubiquitous in the sense that they apply to all 
locally delivered public services in the UK. 
The first innovation was to encourage and strengthen partnership or collaborative 
working and to re-introduce and expand the use of the concept of multiple and several 
organisational responsibility for tackling long-term deep-rooted social, economic and 
environmental problems. These types of issues had clearly been adversely affecting 
local communities for some time and were proving increasingly problematic despite 
government policy and action to mitigate their impact. These had generally become 
known in academic and practitioner literature as the “wicked” issues or problems 
(Rittel, and Webber 1973, Benington and Moore 2011, Alford and O’Flynn 2012).  
Wicked issues are not amenable to effective action on the part of a single agency 
(whether government or non-government) but require concerted action on the part of 
multiple agencies to address them or mitigate their impacts in a systematic and 
coordinated way (Butcher et al. 2019). The first statutory application of multiple and 
several organisational responsibility within the study period was in the New Labour 
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era. The 1998 Crime and Disorder Act established Crime and Disorder Reduction 
Partnerships (now more commonly now known as Community Safety Partnerships) 
between the police, local authorities and other interested agencies in every local 
authority area of the UK (Phillips et al. 2002). This was followed by a series of 
statutory and non-statutory partnerships and collaborations such as Local Strategic 
Partnerships, regeneration and neighbourhood partnerships, Children and Adults 
Social Care Partnerships, Safeguarding Boards, Mental Health Partnerships, Health 
and Wellbeing Boards (Wilson and Game 2006, Martin 2006, Goss 2007, Ashworth 
et al. 2010, Alford and O’Flynn 2012, Joyce 2012, 2015, Van Dooren et al. 2015, 
Hughes 2017) that collectively had to address long standing problems or persistent 
issues in local communities. The assumption being that they would configure 
themselves and act in the most co-ordinated or joined-up manner appropriate to the 
local issue and circumstances. 
The second innovation was the cornerstone of what later became known as the’ 
improvement agenda’. This was the statutory requirement placed upon public bodies 
to facilitate continuous improvement across all of their services and activities, rather 
than just be subject to the local political dictates of their governing boards or 
authorities. This was first introduced in the Local Government Act 1999, which, inter 
alia, required local authorities to seek to achieve ‘Best Value’, although the obligation 
to achieve Best Value and continuous improvement was soon extended to all four 
sectors (DETR 1998, Friedman 2005, Martin 2006, Goss 2007, Mulgan 2009, 
Ashworth et al. 2010).  
The introduction of Best Value was also accompanied by a subtle change in the 
obligation on public services to achieve value for money. As a concept and objective, 
the achievement of value for money, had come to prominence in the UK in the 1980’s. 
However, under Best Value, value for money was henceforth to be assessed by a 
combination of the 3 ‘e’s of economy, efficiency and effectiveness. A combination of 
economy, efficiency and effectiveness was (and is) the basis for assessing  whether 
services, organisations or collaborations within the public sector are meeting their 
statutory requirement of achieving Best Value (DETR 1998, KPMG 2008, Campbell-
Smith 2008, Ashworth et al. 2010, Van Dooren et al. 2015, Hughes 2017).  
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The two new initiatives and the revised concept of value for money were translated 
into generic statutory requirements for all public services and they are still extant at 
the time of writing despite prophesies of their demise (Glennon 2017). For a short 
time, under Gordon Brown’s administration, of 2007-2010, ‘equality’ and 
‘sustainability’ were added to economy, efficiency and effectiveness but subsequent 
governments since 2010 have reverted in policy and practice to the 3’e’s.    
Throughout the study period the four services and sectors that are the subjects of this 
study and the organisations that deliver these services have been required, individually 
and collectively, to reconfigure their activity so as to facilitate continuous 
improvement; to operate collaboratively in appropriate circumstances when facing 
entrenched local issues and to provide value for money. In so doing, they are supposed 
to generate and be subject to more accountable and transparent public assurance 
arrangements. These requirements have been underpinning objectives for all public 
service delivery in the UK during the study period. All of the papers that form this 
submission have adopted and combined these common assumptions and/or objectives 
to form the basis of the evaluations that followed. They are an omnipresent 
characteristic of the current legislative basis for all locally delivered public services 
and the performance management regimes constructed around them (HMT 2007).   
In developing national policy for public service improvement, the New Labour 
administrations first attempted to join up central government policy development and 
subsequently, central government policy development and its delivery and 
implementation. This was enshrined within a system of Public Service Agreements 
which outlined delivery targets for individual Whitehall departments (HMT 1998b). 
These were also linked to ‘Comprehensive Spending Reviews’ that provided 
successive rounds of central government financial support via Departmental 
Expenditure Limits (DELs) to individual Whitehall departments. In effect the core of 
central government comprising the Cabinet Office, HMT and the No.10 Strategy Unit, 
negotiated increasingly sophisticated delivery targets (which might be input, output or 
increasingly outcome based targets) with the individual ‘delivery’ or spending 
departments, Departments of Health, Transport, Education, Work and Pensions, Home 
Office, Ministry of Justice etc. in exchange for central government funding. This 
Public Service Agreement system rapidly developed into a more sophisticated system 
that determined individual departmental objectives and targets complemented by multi 
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department cross government objectives and targets, while being linked to DELs 
(HMT 2007).  
This new ‘joined up’ policy approach (Christensen and Laegreid 2007, Craven et al. 
2018,) was complemented by a parallel attempt across Whitehall departments to link 
up policy making and service delivery through the development of the theory and 
practice of co-production and co-delivery of public services with their main external 
delivery agents, be they local authorities, the police, the NHS or non-departmental 
public bodies (Cabinet Office 1999, Bovaird et al. 2012, Downe et al. 2012, Pestoff 
2018, Brandsen et al. 2018, Butcher et al. 2019). Thus ‘consult’, became one of the 
original four ‘c’s of Best Value namely compare, consult, competition and challenge 
(DETR 1998) through which local authorities needed to develop their strategies and 
policies and sat alongside the 3 ‘e’s of economy, efficiency and effectiveness by which 
they assessed their service delivery.  
This more collective and collaborative approach to policy development and public 
service delivery was also complemented by a system of internal and external audit, 
and the measurement and monitoring of performance intended to ensure costs were 
reduced and the quality of services improved (Martin 2006, Goss 2007, Ashworth et 
al. 2010). This ‘improvement agenda’ was therefore facilitated by the creation and 
strengthening of external inspection, auditing, regulation and assurance bodies, 
primarily designed to provide greater accountability and transparency of public service 
performance and financial conformance to assure the government and the public, at 
the same time as facilitating, driving and encouraging public service improvement 
(Davis and Martin 2008, Ashworth et al. 2010 Murphy et al. 2019a). 
These initiatives and the attempt to generate more mutually supportive and coherent 
programmes of improvement were collectively known as the New Labour’s Public 
Service Reforms or its ‘Modernisation Agenda’ (Newman 2001, Stoker 2004, Pollitt 
and Bouckaert 2004, Wilson and Game 2006, Martin 2006, Van Dooren et al. 2015, 
Glennon et al. 2018). Essentially these were multifaceted baskets of reforms across 
policy development, service delivery and public assurance. They operated at both 
national and local levels under the New Labour administrations, although they also 
included devolution for Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland and often had regional 
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components within England (Cabinet Office/DTLR 2002, House of Commons Library 
2003, Wilson and Game 2006).   
The local government modernisation agenda was central to these reforms (Andrews et 
al 2003, Stoker 2004, Martin and Bovaird 2005, Wilson and Game 2006, Downe and 
Martin 2007, Morphet 2007, Laffin 2008, Murphy and Greenhalgh 2018). It was based 
on multiple and mutually reinforcing reforms across policy making, service delivery 
and public assurance that are shown in Table 2. It was supported by a range of new 
initiatives, organisations and projects that became known as the improvement 
infrastructure that is shown in Table 3. This new infrastructure was generally 
developed co-operatively (and in most parts collaboratively), inter alia, by the 
government, the former Audit Commission, the Local Government Association and 
the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy.     
 
Components Initiatives 
 
Legal basis and parameters  
 
The Power of Well Being 
 
 
A Strategic Vision  
(derived from the community rather than 
the LA) 
 
 
Local Strategic Partnerships and Community 
Leadership 
 
Objectives  and Priorities  
(articulated and measureable) 
 
 
Community Strategies 
 
Efficient, effective and economic service 
delivery 
 
 
Best Value, collaborative working and 
beacon councils 
 
Better Decision Making 
 
 
New political structures 
(executive/ scrutiny split) 
 
 
Probity and openness 
 
 
A new ethical framework and a local 
standards board 
 
 
Innovation and organisational 
development 
 
 
New technology and E-government 
 
A sustainable long-term funding regime 
 
 
Review of local government finance 
 
 
Table 2. Local Government Modernisation Agenda 1997-2005. (Source: Author). 
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Area of interest Project, programme or organisation 
Improving the evidence 
base for local government 
policy and delivery  
Improvement and Development Agency (IDeA) 
Local Authority Observatories (Web-based, Open and 
capable of interrogation) 
Knowledge Hubs (Web-based, Open and capable of 
interrogation) 
Employers Organisation - (EO) 
Improving local 
government as delivery 
organisations 
IDeA, EO and the Local Government Leadership Centre 
Local Government Specialist Consultants 
Beacon Council Scheme 
Local Authority Coordinators of Regulatory Services 
(LACORS) 
Register of Accredited Political and Officers Peers 
Improving interagency 
collaboration 
Improvement and Development Agency (IDeA) 
The Local Government Leadership Centre 
Beacon Council Scheme 
4ps (Local Government Partnerships) 
Improving local 
government as 
community 
representatives 
Improvement and Development Agency (IDeA) 
The Local Government Leadership Centre 
The Standards Board 
The Centre for Public Scrutiny 
Register of Accredited Political and Officers Peers 
Table 3. Local Government Improvement infrastructure 1997-2005. (Source: Author). 
The local government modernisation agenda heavily influenced the wider agenda to 
reform and modernise public services which included, inter alia, arrangements for 
reforming Health and Social Care (Wistow 2001); the modernisation of the police and 
criminal justice agencies (Home Office 2001); education (Shaw 2009), welfare, 
planning and housing, transport, environment, communities, regeneration and 
development (HMT 1998a, 1998b). A core aspect of all of these modernisation 
agendas were new performance management arrangements, sometimes collected 
together and articulated in a national framework or referred to as a performance regime 
(Talbot et al. 2005, KPMG 2008, Talbot 2008, 2010, Martin et al. 2016).  
 
A conceptual model for the evaluation and analysis of national frameworks and 
performance management regimes 
 
As part of its public service reforms central government in the UK periodically 
introduced national frameworks of reforms for individual services or sectors (ODPM 
2004), which Talbot (Talbot et al 2005, Talbot 2008, 2010) and Martin et al (2016) 
characterised as performance or improvement ‘regimes’ in the academic literature. 
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These regimes attempted to consolidate and set out in a single document the 
government’s policy and objectives, the responsibilities, roles and expectations of 
delivery agencies and the monitoring, regulation and public assurance arrangements 
expected from the relevant organisations and the community of interest or practice.  
In order to evaluate these regimes or frameworks or assess proposed changes to them, 
the author developed a conceptual model’ which was further developed by Murphy 
and Lakoma (2019) which is articulated in more detail in paper 12 of this submission. 
The objectives behind this model and the concepts and assumptions within it were then 
used to underpin the critical reviews in the first 11 papers submitted as part of this 
thesis. Figure 1 below starts to illustrate the model. As can be seen from this diagram 
the model has three levels. 
• The ‘principles’ or values that underpin public service. 
• The situational or contextual constraints within which a particular service 
or set of services operates; and  
• The constituent policy development, service delivery and public assurance 
arrangements that operate in the service or sector. 
 
Figure 1. National Frameworks: A conceptual model (Source: Murphy & Lakoma 
2019) 
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Murphy and Lakoma (2019 p2.) define National Frameworks as “the context, the 
parameters, the agencies and the relationships operating within the three domains of 
policy development, service delivery and public assurance in public services or 
sectors”.  
They acknowledge that the definitive core and underpinning assumptions for any 
public service framework is the public interest and the values and/or principles that are 
enshrined within public service. In the UK, this is currently relatively simple to 
identify since anyone who works as a public office-holder or a direct or indirect 
employee of the public sector in the UK must adhere to the seven principles of public 
life known as the 'Nolan principles' (Committee on Standards in Public Life 1995). 
These cover selflessness, integrity, objectivity, accountability, openness, honesty and 
leadership and are shown in Figure 1 as the large outer circle.  In developing any policy 
initiatives or arrangements for service delivery, ministerial legislators and officials 
must adhere to and promote these principles in their work. The principles operate 
across and throughout any public activity, and across and throughout any public 
service context. They are not unique to the UK but they are universal to UK public 
services. Although they are not immutable, these values and principles once articulated 
tend to endure for long periods as is demonstrated by the longevity of the Nolan 
Principles.  
In addition to these principles and values, there are a number of situational or 
contextual constraints that act as the strategic parameters to the development of service 
frameworks and other policy/service/assurance regimes. Most national policy 
documents and frameworks (for example the five National Frameworks for Fire and 
Rescue Services published since 2004 (ODPM 2004, 2006, DCLG 2008, 2012, Home 
Office 2018a) attempt to cover these situational issues at the start of the documents as 
they ‘set the scene’ for any proposals that follow in the main body of the policy or 
framework. They generally include the legislative basis that provides the authority and 
legitimacy for the proposals; the current or revised strategic and operational 
organisational landscape that the service operates within; and the resource envelope 
deemed to be available and the timescales (short, medium and long-term) that the 
framework is expected to cover.  
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These three key contextual constraints or parameters are shown as collectively 
comprising the second (inner) circle on Figure 1.  
All of these three or aspects within them can change over time but changes tend to take 
place more often than the behaviours and values in the outer circle and less often than 
changes in the factors that make up the central three domains. The changing 
organisational landscape can see new organisations, new roles and new responsibilities 
emerge as well as the reform and/or disappearance of organisations (Murphy et al. 
2019b). There may be annual or three/four year changes in the resource envelope as a 
result of annual budgets or medium term spending reviews. The public services in the 
UK have recently been subject to long term trends in financing as a result of macro-
economic policy, most notably long term expansion of financial support, before, and 
long term contraction of such support after the recession of 2007/2008 and the general 
election of 2010.  
The largest reorganisation within the study period came with the reorganisation of 
Health and Social Care as a result of the Health and Social Care Act 2012 (Murphy 
2013, 2014b) but the police saw the emergence of Police and Crime Commissioners, 
(Murphy et al. 2017), Fire and Rescue welcomed a new Inspectorate (Murphy and 
Lakoma 2018), while all four sectors were significantly affected by the abolition of the 
Audit Commission and changes to the external audit arrangements.   
Significant legislative changes within the study period, have been numerous and some 
of this primary legislation has been referred to above. Significant sector specific 
examples include the Local Government Acts of 1999 and 2000, and the Localism Act 
2011; the National Health Service Act of 2006 and the Health and Social Care Act 
2012; the Criminal Justice Act 2003 and the Police Reform and Social Responsibility 
Act of 2011; the Fire and Rescue Services Act 2004 and the Policing and Crime Act 
2017. More generic examples would include the Equalities Act of 2010 and the Local 
Audit and Accountability Act of 2014. In more recent years following the European 
Referendum of 2016, the legislative programme has been dominated by the ‘Brexit’ 
issue and non-Brexit legislation has been severely curtailed. 
Although the three key contextual constraints in the inner circle interact, influence and 
can affect each other, they also provide the medium term parameters for the three 
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conceptual areas illustrated by the Venn diagram at the centre of the model shown at 
Figure 1, namely policy development, service delivery and public assurance.  
Since the introduction of national frameworks for performance measurement, 
management and monitoring, and in order for them to be comprehensive such 
frameworks need to be cognisant of and make provision for the three interconnected 
‘domains’ mentioned above. These three domains are not ‘new’ but  their interactions 
are an important part of performance regimes and the domains are shown at the 
conceptual core of Figure 1. They are: 
• The policy or policy development domain – which determines the objectives 
of any policy, whether national, regional or local; but also identifies what the 
parameters to its development are and whether delivery is feasible and realistic 
• The service delivery domain - which determines how the service is to be 
delivered and ideally how its delivery is to be optimised, continually improved, 
sustained, innovated and constructively monitored; and  
• The public assurance or regulatory domain which shows how the public is 
to be provided with re-assurance that the money taken from them to finance 
the policy prescriptions and the strategic and operational delivery of the 
service, is justified and provides value for money.  
Joined-up policy development and policy making, is particularly important in public 
services that have mutually inter-dependent responsibilities to the public at national, 
regional and local community levels (Kozuch and Sienkiewicz-Malyjurek 2014, 
Sienkiewicz-Malyjurek 2017). Efficient and effective service delivery is also equally 
interdependent at local, regional and national levels; and the objectives of the 
assurance and regulatory arrangements need to transcend all public services to address 
wider community or public goals and objectives such as public safety and security 
rather than prioritise narrower individual organisational goals and objectives.  
These three inter-connected domains, which are illustrated in more detail in Figure 2, 
clearly have areas of overlaps and some of their individual aspects or components are 
common to more than one domain. For example, all three domains use a (more or less 
robust and quality assured) evidence base, and are subject to internal and external 
scrutiny, many of the elements of which are also common to all three domains. They 
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also have some aspects that are specific to an individual domain, such as a strategic 
policy intent, performance management or external audit and inspection.   
The three core domains also inter-relate with the three broader parameters that make 
up the two circles that surround them, although interactions with the components of 
the inner circle tend to be more numerous. The model therefore depicts a dynamic 
system as the interrelationships can change and the level of influence or impact of one 
component on other components varies. This is illustrated within the individual papers 
summarised above. 
 
Figure 2. The three domains of policy development, service delivery and public 
assurance (Source: Murphy & Lakoma 2019). 
The three core areas of policy development, service delivery and public assurance, 
(individually and collectively) within the four services or sectors of Local 
Government, Health and Social Care, the Police and Fire and Rescue Services are the 
subjects of the papers in this thesis. Figure 2 shows their key characteristics, some of 
which conceptually are common to all three domains and some more specific. These 
too are interrelated and can clearly change.  
 
The simplest and most straightforward way to operationalise the model in practice 
would be to adopt the idea of applying Key Lines of Enquiry together with a scoring 
categorization and categorization descriptors to help those undertaking the assessment. 
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This approach was originally developed by the Audit Commission for Best Value 
Reviews in 1999 but is now widely used for inspections, peer reviews, peer challenges, 
and self-assessments. It was used in the most recent Fire and Rescue service 
inspections by HMICFRS (2018, 2019). The approach usually posits a series of 
questions for the inspectors or reviewers to address, whether in their on-site or off-site 
examination of witnesses or in their assessment of documentation or websites. Figure 
4 provides an example taken from the former Fire and rescue Services Operational 
Assessment toolkit. There were seven key operational assessment areas identified in 
the toolkit and each had between 3 and 5 key areas to help focus both the inspectors 
and those being inspected. The first key operational assessment area was Community 
risk management and the first of 3 areas (question 1) was about the quality of the 
‘evidence based risk strategy’  
 
Figure 3. Key Assessment Area 1 Community Risk (LGA/CFOA 2015) 
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These ‘Key Lines of Enquiry’ were used for both internal self-assessment tool in 
advance of the peer review and then applied by the external peer panel that undertook 
the review. 
  
The next section will ‘locate’ the individual papers within this complex and inter-
related landscape. 
 
 
The position of the submitted publications in relation to the conceptual model 
 
The set of publications included in this submission, and the research that underpinned 
them, can all be viewed as critical reviews or evaluations of national performance 
management frameworks or performance regimes or the individual parts, components 
or aspects that make up these regimes, and/or critical reviews of proposals for changing 
parts or all of these frameworks. The frameworks, regimes or proposed changes are 
evaluated against the statutory requirements to facilitate continuous improvement, to 
provide value for money and to deliver more accountable and transparent public 
assurance, when compared to the arrangements they replace or to realistic, practical 
and feasible alternative arrangements that could have been introduced in their stead.   
The publications presented all focus on one or more of the four sectors or services that 
dominate local service delivery and account for the majority of public service 
expenditure in all local communities in the UK, namely Local Authorities, Health and 
Social Care, the Police and the Fire and Rescue Services. These four sectors have all 
been subject to successive waves of public service reform under New Labour, 
Coalition and Conservative governments since 1997.  
These services account for over £200 billion of public expenditure annually and they 
were the core services that where represented on the Local Strategic Partnerships 
(Liddle and Townsend  2003, Geddes 2006, 2008, Geddes et al. 2007) that negotiated 
successive waves of Local Area Agreements between 2005 and 2012. They were 
individually and collectively assessed under the Comprehensive Performance 
Assessments (CPA) (Game 2006, Audit Commission 2009, Davis 2011 Martin et al. 
2016) and Comprehensive Area Assessments (CAA) (Hayden et al. 2010), of the 
previous New Labour administrations of Tony Blair (1997-2007) and Gordon Brown 
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(2007-2020). They were also the four sectors for which the former Audit Commission 
had responsibility for external audit and inspection and for which it collected and 
maintained financial and performance data and information before its closure in 2015. 
Between July and September 2010, the incoming Conservative-led Coalition 
Government announced that it would abolish the Audit Commission, abandon 
Comprehensive Area Assessment, terminate all commissioned inspections, 
decommission Local Area Agreements and transfer external audit of public bodies to 
the private sector audit firms (Murphy 2014a). The Audit Commission was formally 
closed on the 31st March 2015, although in reality it had only a skeleton staff and vastly 
reduced capacity to operate since 2012.   
The publications that comprise this submission and the underpinning research that 
preceded them commenced in April 2009 after joining Nottingham Business School. 
They generally review public policy development, service delivery and public 
assurance in the periods before and after the election of the Coalition Government in 
2010 and the announcement of the abolition of the Audit Commission.  
Their positions in relation to the conceptual model developed as part of this thesis 
(Figure 1), are highlighted in Figure 3 below. As identified in table 1, which is the list 
of publications, all of the papers (numbered 1-12 in the list and on Figure 3) address 
issues in more than one core area and half of them address issues across all three core 
areas (policy development, service delivery and public assurance).  
In addition, as shown and explained in the list of publications on page 11 they can be 
about a single whole framework or regime (X), or multiple or successive 
frameworks/regimes (Y), or a significant part of a framework or successive 
frameworks/regimes (Z).  
One paper, (7) is a type X and relates to a single whole regime. Six papers are of type 
Y and address successive frameworks or regimes or the transition between two or more 
regimes (papers 1, 4, 5, 6, 8 and 12). The remaining five papers address particular parts 
or aspects of frameworks or regimes (publications 2, 3, 9, 10, and 11) which are type 
Z.  
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Figure 4. The individual papers in relation to the conceptual model. (Source: Author) 
 
The next section will briefly address the methodology and methods adopted within this 
submission before the final three sections provide a synopsis of findings, some 
conclusions and the contribution to knowledge that the thesis makes.   
 
Methodology and methods  
           
Each of the individual papers describes the methodology and methods adopted for the 
individual papers included in this submission. These have varied over the course of 
time but have tended to become more sophisticated, as the nature and extent of data 
explored has become more varied; as the theoretical basis for individual inquiries has 
become more informed and as the research questions to be answered, have become 
more challenging.      
Overall however, they have tended to adopt a mixture of interpretivist, realist and 
pragmatist perspectives (Saunders et al. 2016) depending to a large extent on the 
contemporary nature of the subject, policy or issue being examined, and the extent of 
data available to investigate the issue. This might appear a rather pragmatic and 
eclectic approach, but it is not uncommon to adopt a ‘fit for purpose’ approach in 
exploratory, descriptive explanatory or evaluative research, particularly research 
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investigating contemporary or emerging policy and practice in the public sector, upon 
which the majority of this submission rests (Van Thiel 2014). Exploratory or 
descriptive research can be appropriate when the issues are new and the data is difficult 
to collect. As some of the research was both exploratory and evaluative but also 
originally commissioned by others (e.g. the research for papers 7, 10, and 11), there 
was also the need to make decisions about both methods and realistic objectives within 
a relatively short time period when prior information and analysis was limited (Va 
Thiel 2014, Bryman and Bell 2011).  
With the exception of the first two papers and paper eight, which are primarily 
quantitatively based, the majority of the papers use a multi-method qualitative 
approach, or a mixed methods approach dominated by qualitative methods (Saunders 
et al. 2016, Patton 2015). The methods adopted included literature reviews, document 
analysis, elite interviews (normally semi-structured) and focus groups, which are the 
principle ways of conducting exploratory research (Saunders et al. 2016). When 
sampling has been involved, it has generally been either purposive or snowball 
sampling (Van Thiel 2014) and most of the papers also take an abductive or  deductive 
approach which might be expected in a research area focussing on performance 
management regimes and national frameworks. 
The qualitative papers (particularly papers 3, 4, 8, 9, 10 and 11) often involved very 
extensive document analysis, usually by way of content analysis (Burnham et al. 2008, 
Bryman and Bell 2011, McNabb 2017). All of the documentary sources were 
discoverable under freedom of information legislation, at the time that the primary 
research was undertaken. However, some sources such as the LGA, which co-
ordinated organisational self-assessments on their website from 2010 onwards, or the 
former Audit Commission’s inspection reports on individual authorities, are 
unfortunately no longer available from these centralised repositories, and it would now 
be difficult to replicate this research for the purposes of validity (e.g. paper 4). These 
are also examples of extensive use of secondary data, but in all cases data or 
information that was collected primarily for the purposes of performance monitoring, 
management and public assurance and/or to help services and councils achieve 
continuous improvement, which is the also focus of this thesis. The data and 
information were all internally and externally audited and crucially the information is 
or was, all in the public domain.  
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Miles and Huberman (1994) consider data analysis qualitative research to consist of 
three concurrent flows of activity data reduction, data display and conclusion 
drawing/verification. Data reduction is the process of selecting, focusing, simplifying 
abstracting and transforming data which they see as continuing throughout the life of 
qualitative projects. Even before data is collected “anticipatory data reduction is 
occurring as the researcher decides (often without full awareness) which conceptual 
framework, which cases which research questions and which data collection 
approaches to choose” (Miles and Huberman 1994 p10). Data reduction includes 
writing summaries, coding, teasing out themes and clustering all of which have been 
characteristic of the published papers. The three types of analysis (reduction, display 
and conclusion drawing/verification) form an interactive cyclical process and 
qualitative data analysis is a continuous iterative enterprise.   
Because of his previous experience in local and central government the author was 
extremely fortunate to have generous access to key informants (in addition to key 
databases) to undertake elite interviews (Marshall 1996, Fisher 2010, Bryman and Bell 
2011) such as senior leaders, senior politicians (from all the major political parties) 
and senior managers in all four sectors. These have significantly informed all of the 
papers. Paper 11 in particular, benefitted from the author having previously been a 
long-term colleague with the respective Heads of the Home Civil Service and Scottish 
Civil Service between 2010 and 2015. This helped with both access to data and 
intelligence but also snowball sampling for interviews in both countries.  
Other key informants have included CEOs and Chairs in professional organisations, 
such as the Chartered Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy, and the Royal 
Town Planning Institute; managers and leaders from non-departmental public bodies 
such as the National Audit Office and NHS England, and existing and former senior 
civil servants from across Whitehall, as well as CEOs and senior managers in Local 
Authorities, NHS Trusts, the Police and Fire Services. The potential problems of using 
key informants in research, such as the reliability and validity of qualitative data 
analysis, together with challenges or risks to controllability, subjectivity and 
triangulation, as well as the risks of uncritical acceptance of interviewee’s responses 
had to be sensitively managed both at the time of the interview and at the time of 
writing up the papers. (Clarke 1999, Pawson and Tilley 2004, Fisher 2010, Ricucci 
2010, Van Thiel 2014, Halperin and Heath 2016).  
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Bryman and Bell (2011) counsel against undue reliance on key informants and/or elite 
interviews and suggest an appropriately critical approach be adopted to individual 
interviews. Adopting such an approach together with seeking triangulation, 
consistency, data saturation and cross tabulation with other quantitative and qualitative 
information, were all deployed to facilitate   reliability and validity of findings from 
the numerous elite interviews that contributed to the submitted papers. These issues 
have also benefit from critical reflection after the interviews (Fisher 2010, Van Thiel 
2014) and at the writing up stage of this thesis.  
By bringing the papers together and having to “address adopted methodologies” as 
required by the regulations (NTU 2018, p7), it is now apparent in retrospect, that just 
as the theoretical basis for the authors’ inquiries has become more informed and 
sophisticated over time; so has the  critical understanding of the methodologies and 
methods to be deployed or potentially deployed; as well as the appreciation of the need 
to manage the tensions inherent in the closeness of the researcher to the subject matter. 
The abductive nature of the research has meant that exploring key informants views is 
of primary significance; elite interviews add credibility to findings and avoid the need 
for broad generalisations.  
One other way that this potential tension has been mitigated has been in the production 
of multiple author rather than single author projects and papers wherein different 
perspectives and interpretations of the research are brought to bear, and inconsistencies 
and interpretations surfaced and challenged.     
It is also clear that the earlier research would have benefitted in particular from 
systematic and empirical study of policy narratives and the policy process and in 
particular discourse analysis and the concept of ‘bounded rationality’ (Jones et al. 
2014), not least because of the number of peer reviewers in the early years who have 
considered these early efforts to be under-theorized and over-descriptive.  
 
Synopsis of key findings 
 
All of the papers in this submission investigate some combination of policy 
development, service delivery or public assurance in one or more of the four locally 
delivered public sectors of Local Government, Health and Social Care, the Police and 
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Fire and Rescue Services (see Table 1 and Figure 3). They do so by adopting, 
combining and applying three ubiquitous statutory requirements to form an analytical 
lens, i.e. the need for continuous improvement, greater multi-agency collaboration and 
better value for money. This analytical lens was then used to review the effectiveness 
of performance management arrangements or component parts of the performance 
management arrangements, for the four services or sectors. The common objective of 
all the papers was to highlight inadequacies, omissions and/or areas for potential 
improvement in the performance management regime or regimes that are the subject 
of the individual papers. 
The collective research question for this thesis had two parts. The first part asked how 
effective have the policy development, service delivery and public assurance 
arrangements been for locally delivered public services in England over the study 
period? The second part asked how they could potentially have been improved, which 
is a purpose that public management scholars share with policy makers and service 
deliverers (Andrews and Boyne 2010).  
In terms of effectiveness the key findings and the collective lessons from the submitted 
papers suggests that while useful overall, the various performance management 
regimes studied (or component parts of the regimes) could and should have been much 
more effective than they have been. As a result, the quantity and quality of public 
services have not been as economically, efficiently or as effectively delivered over the 
study period as they might have been. Thus, the conceptualisation and attempt to 
operationalise regimes in practice was a beneficial, positive or ‘good’ thing, but it has 
not been as good as it could have been. In particular, attempts to provide robust and 
comprehensive regimes articulated in a single document or framework since 2010 have 
not been as successful or as effective as their earlier predecessors. The application of 
the model and the evaluation of these frameworks has however helped to highlight 
inadequacies, omissions and potential improvements.   
All of the papers, with the exception of paper 12, individually and collectively explore 
different aspects and highlight multiple inadequacies across all three areas of policy 
development, service delivery and public assurance. With the exception of paper 12 
they also implicitly (papers 1, 2, 5 and 6) or explicitly (papers 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11) 
identify and recommend multiple aspects for improvement. 
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Figure 4. The individual papers in relation to the conceptual model. (Source: Author) 
Figure 4, reproduced above, helps to illustrate this in more detail and cross references 
the individual papers to the three core areas of policy development, service delivery 
and public assurance. It also shows the overlaps and interdependencies between the 
three core areas. The following findings illustrate and draw on these interrelationships 
but they also draw on the interrelationships with the three components that make up 
the inner circle shown on Figure 1, namely the legislation, the resource envelope and 
the strategic and operational organisational environment, as these have changed and 
evolved over the study period.   
 
Policy, policy development and the policy process  
 
The papers show that prior to 2010 the dominant policy objective was public service 
reform and improvement to policy development, service delivery and the assurance 
offered to the public (papers 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, and 11). 
Since 2010,  the dominant policy objective has been the macro-economic strategy 
introduced by the then Chancellor George Osborne, but continued by his successor 
Philip Hammond, of attempting to reduce the so-called structural deficit on the 
national debt primarily through significant reductions in public expenditure (papers 3, 
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7, 9, 10, 11, Glennon 2017, Murphy et al. 2019a). As the coalition’s programme for 
government stated in 2010: 
“The deficit reduction programme takes precedence over any of the other 
measures in this agreement, and the speed of implementation of any 
measures that have a cost to the public finances will depend on decisions 
to be made in the Comprehensive Spending Review”                                                 
(HMG 2010, p.35).   
The short-term policy of cutback management initiated by Osborne in 2010 has now 
effectively endured for nine years and over 17 budget or financial statements and has 
dominated fiscal policy at both national and local levels. If cutback management is 
ever efficient or effective in reducing public resources, it is as an immediate or short- 
term response to crises or financial shocks. In the medium to long-term a strategic 
response is required (paper 4). This fiscal centric or dominant macroeconomic policy 
has also led to a narrowing of scope and focus within individual public policies, policy 
making and policy development, as most clearly described in paper 3 but also evident 
in papers 2, 4, 5, 9, 10 and 11. Sometimes this has been explicit (Home Office 2018a) 
and sometimes left implicit (DCLG 2012). Nevertheless, this has served to restrict the 
potential for service improvement from performance management regimes in the post 
2010 period.  
In terms of policy development the joined-up policy-making articulated through Public 
Service Agreements prior to 2010 in England (papers 1, 2, 3, 4) and throughout the 
study period in Scotland (paper 11), were not followed in England by an expansion of 
multiple and several responsibility between policy or delivery agencies, as might have 
been expected. In fact, central government abandoned PSAs in England (while keeping 
periodic medium term Spending Reviews) and adopted policies of austerity localism 
(Lowndes and Pratchett 2012). The government sought to distance itself from direct 
responsibility for service delivery (paper 4), e.g. by the creation of new public bodies 
such as NHS England (paper 5), and by adopting a policy based on sector led 
improvement for local authorities and the Fire and Rescue Services (papers 3, 4 and 
10).  
The public service improvement infrastructure shown earlier in Table 3 that facilitated 
service improvement and multiple agency collaborations, was almost totally 
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dismantled between 2010 and 2015 (papers 3, 9, and 10). Ironically by 2017, the 
Conservative majority government of 2015-2017 had by then decided that it needed to 
legislate in the 2017 Policing and Crime Act to promote greater collaboration between 
the emergency services, although it produced no evidence to support this ‘need’. The 
2012 Health and Social Care Act and the top down restructuring of the NHS has been 
a barrier rather than a facilitator for the integration of Health and Social Care services 
(papers 5 and 6). The integration of health and social care is generally regarded as one 
of the biggest challenges currently facing public services, and one that can only be 
tackled by adopting a multiple-agency approach to ‘population’ health issues as recent 
changes in policy have belatedly acknowledged (The Kings Fund 2019).  
Similarly, the previous interest from central government in how policy was to be 
implemented, or the potential impact it may have in practice, was deprioritised and 
henceforth assumed to be the responsibility of the service delivery organisations alone 
rather than the government co-creating or co-producing policy and testing its 
implications before rolling it out in practice. This is most clearly evident in some of 
the Fire and Rescue Services papers within this submission (papers 9, 10, and 11); in 
the 2012 National Framework for Fire and Rescue Services (DCLG 2012) and in Open 
Public Services White Paper of 2011 (Cabinet Office 2011), but is also a characteristic 
of the other services (papers 3, 5, 6 and 7) and is supported by extensive external 
corroborating evidence, most notably from the NAO (2015a, 2015b).  
Unlike the pre-2010 period, there has been almost a complete absence of piloting, 
pathfinding, option appraisal or scenario testing in policy making from the 
governments of 2010-2019. Formal public consultations, if undertaken at all, have 
minimised the consultation periods and focused on specific questions that policy 
makers deem appropriate for a response (Home Office 2017, HMICFRS 2017, Murphy 
and Greenhalgh 2015, Murphy et al. 2018b)  Some government consultations, such as 
those on intervention protocols and statements of assurance, have been published and 
multiple responses received but have not resulted in any changes or even any 
explanation for its absence (Murphy and Greenhalgh 2012, Murphy at al. 2018b, 
Spencer et al. 2019). In addition to the waste of public money this has meant 
subsequent policy has been partial rather than comprehensive and service delivery less 
efficient or effective than it could have been in all four services or sectors (papers 1, 
2, 3, 5, 9, 10, 11 and 12). Individually and collectively the papers reveal a reluctance 
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on the part of post-2010 governments and their advisers to learn from acknowledged 
good practice, from previous frameworks or from frameworks in alternative services 
or sectors (papers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, and 10). They also demonstrate an insularity or 
imperviousness to innovations, initiatives and good practice from previous 
administrations (papers 2, 3, 4, 5, and 10) and from international practice (paper 11 
NAO 2015, Murphy and Ferry 2015).     
Policy is becoming more focussed on a particular individual service or objectives and 
outputs rather than being concerned with multiple services seeking collective impacts 
or outcomes, either nationally or in local communities. It has become more atomized 
and fragmented, and even when collected together within national frameworks or 
regimes it has not been comprehensive or at times coherent (2, 3, 7, 9 and 10). In fact, 
contrary to original intentions, attempts to articulate policy, service delivery 
responsibilities and public assurance since 2010 (DCLG 2012, Home Office 2018a, 
HMICFRS 2018a) have generally served to highlight inadequacies, omissions and 
potential improvements, although even when these inadequacies have been 
highlighted (Murphy et al. 2018b, 2018d, Murphy and Greenhalgh 2015), in England 
they have largely been ignored (Home Office 2018b, HMICFRS 2018b).  
Between 2010 and 2016 policy was being developed almost exclusively by central 
government rather than being ‘place based’ co-produced and inclusive (2, 5 and 11). 
Evidence based policy making, which was the ambition or objective espoused prior to 
2010 gave way, at best, to evidence informed policy making and/or in some cases 
policy based evidence making. More recently, since the 2016 election it has resembled 
policy making by decree or fiat as described by Funnell (2000) in the late 20th century 
Australian context. With Brexit dominating public discourse and successive legislative 
programmes (HM the Queen 2016, 2017) there has been virtually no significant 
primary legislation affecting the four sectors, with the exception of the Policing and 
Crime Act 2017, since the general election of 2017  
At the time of writing, despite the overwhelming dominance of deficit reduction 
through public expenditure restrictions in macro-economic policy, the government 
have not reduced the structural deficit, let alone produced a comprehensive and 
coherent policy framework for public service delivery or improvement (or any single 
individual service) that remotely covers all aspects of the evaluative model in paper 
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12. The Local Audit and Accountability Act 2014 encouraged a narrower focus on 
financial resources and short term financial reporting rather than the broader use of 
resources and the medium and long term planning that was part of its predecessor. The 
abandonment of an underpinning assessments of local needs, based on multiple 
deprivation indices, in the annual local government financial settlements from 2012 
onwards; together with continuing reductions in settlements and corresponding 
restrictions on public services raising finance locally, means the pattern of spending 
on public services is getting less and less related to need. It is therefore less economic, 
efficient and effective in addressing need (CIPFA 2019, Institute for Fiscal Studies 
2019, Travers 2019, Eckersley et al. 2019, Travers et al. 2019). Policy options for 
delivering more economic, efficient and effective services have been narrowed, 
allowed to narrow and constrained by circumstances at the local level, just as much as 
the government has constrained them at the national level. More recent attempts to 
provide comprehensive national frameworks and performance management regimes 
(e.g. Home Office 2018, HMICFRS 2018), have however helped to highlight 
inadequacies, omissions and areas for potential improvement (paper 11, Murphy and 
Greenhalgh 2015, 2016, Murphy et al. 2018b, 2018d).  
The next section will focus on service delivery. It will examine whether the policy 
changes or developments outlined in the submitted papers and summarised above have 
driven service improvement, as measured by the economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness of delivery, and the achievement of value for money.   
 
Continuous improvement in service delivery 
 
As there is a statutory requirement on all local public service deliverers to facilitate the 
continuous improvement of their services and activities, the key questions become, not 
has the service improved?, but, (a) has service delivery improved as much as it could 
and should have done in the circumstances? and (b) did the service provide value for 
money while acting in the public interest? Ten of the submitted papers are concerned 
with service delivery. 
Papers 1, 2, 3, 10 and 11 examine various performance management regimes and 
frameworks and evaluate their impact on the improvement of Local Government and 
Fire and Rescue Services, which is shown to be stronger in some periods and services 
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than in others. They also show that the existence of a national framework or 
performance regime, while they have the potential to accelerate improvement, is not, 
of itself, sufficient to optimise improvement and value for money or in some cases to 
achieve them.    
Papers 9, 10 and 11 all compare successive national frameworks or performance 
regimes with each other and against the relevant aspects of the conceptual model in 
paper 12. These papers, together with papers 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7, demonstrate the 
potential for national frameworks to contribute to improving policy development, 
service delivery and/or public assurance across the four services or sectors, and that 
they did so consistently prior to 2010 (Andrews 2010, Audit Commission 2009, 
Walker and Andrews 2015)   
Paper 9 built on a series of presentations and articles published in professional journals 
since 2010. They argued that an improved performance management regime could be 
delivered which reduced the burden on Fire and Rescue Services but provided 
improved assurance to the government and the public (Murphy and Greenhalgh 2011, 
2013b, 2013c, 2013d, Murphy and Glennon 2018a, 2018b).  
Despite this potential (and somewhat perversely), this did not happen as is shown most 
clearly in paper 10. Paper 10 (which was accompanied by a similar analysis for local 
government, health and social care and the police) was based on reports commissioned 
in 2015 by the NAO (Ferry and Murphy 2015, Murphy 2015), which demonstrated 
that the Coalition Government of 2010-2015 might have achieved this but in practice 
had allowed performance to deteriorate (and assurance to weaken), as a result, inter 
alia, of the inadequacies of the 2012 National Framework and the governments sector 
led improvement approach. They collectively show that between 2010 and 2015 
performance had deteriorated and risks to achieving value for money had increased 
across the four sectors. This resulted, inter alia, in the critical Public Accounts 
Committee report (PAC 2016), the transfer of responsibility for Fire and Rescue to the 
Home Office and ultimately to chapters 1 to 4 of the Policing and Crime Act 2017 
which relate to changes in the performance management regime for Fire and Rescue 
Services despite the name of the Act. This was partially because the NAO report 
(2015) laid responsibility for the turnaround and deterioration in performance 
unambiguously at the feet of the Department of Communities and Local Government, 
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which in simple terms, had removed or reduced support, guidance, mechanisms, 
systems and data that would, at least potentially, have enabled Fire and Rescue services 
to improve services and deliver value for money in that period.   
Paper 11 demonstrated through a comparative analysis of arrangements in England 
and Scotland that by adopting alternative performance management arrangements this 
deterioration could have been (at least partially, if not wholly) avoided, as it was in 
Scotland.  
Papers 5, 6 and 8 similarly demonstrated the difficulties of improving service delivery 
and delivering value for money at the local level when the national policy or 
framework is unclear or partial, and/or the guidance and mechanisms advocated for 
improvement are either inadequate or do not exist.   
Papers 5 and 6 dealt with the emerging policy and implementation of the 2012 Health 
and Social Care Act and the transfer of responsibility for public health from the NHS 
to Local Government. They primarily examined the multiple agencies and 
interrelationships of policy development and service delivery, at the national level 
(paper 5) and at the local level (paper 6), in Health and Social Care. Paper 5 found 
competing theoretical and practical approaches being promoted by the Secretary of 
State for Health (privatisation and competition based upon price competition) and the 
Chief Executive of the NHS (inter-agency collaboration and competition based on 
quality of process and/or outcomes). Paper 6 revealed the contrasting but 
unequivocally pragmatic approach to policy development and service delivery at the 
local level in Nottingham and Nottinghamshire.  
Paper 8 focussed on the Integrated Risk Management Plans (IRMPs) that have been 
the foundation of service configuration in Fire and Rescue Services since their 
introduction in the 2004 Act. IRMPs have underpinned all five National Framework 
for Fire and Rescue Services since 2004.  This paper examined the challenge 
Nottinghamshire faced in becoming the first Fire and Rescue Service to 
comprehensively review risk across the whole of its administrative area. In particular 
it highlighted the criticality and inter-dependence of the quality of the evidence to all 
three areas of policy development, service delivery and public assurance (see Figure 2 
earlier).   
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Figure 2, which is explained in paper 12, illustrates the constituent parts of the three 
areas of policy development, service delivery and public assurance. It shows that some 
concepts, such as ‘evidence’ or ‘standards, codes and benchmarks’, characterise all 
three areas. The actual evidence needed for evaluation may also be common across the 
domains but it is unlikely to be exactly the same. The evidence that is needed to 
manage a service is different and more comprehensive than the evidence needed to 
monitor a service, although some of the same information is needed by both (2, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 8). Whatever standards, codes and/or benchmarks are used however, need to be 
clearly understood by all key stakeholders for their use to be economic, efficient and 
effective. Viewed through the analytical lens adopted by the author, the papers in this 
thesis suggest that the clearest and most effective way to do this is to organise all of 
the key information into a comprehensive and holistic performance regime or a 
national framework and encourage the engagement of all key stakeholders. 
   
Public Assurance   
 
It is suggested above that legislative changes, which are shown conceptually as part of 
the legislative basis in the inner circle on Figure 1, strongly influenced policy 
development and that macro-economic policy and austerity-localism that is shown 
conceptually via the resource envelope as part of the inner circle on Figure 1, strongly 
influenced service deliver. However, it was multiple changes in the third element of 
the inner circle, namely changes in the organisational landscape, that most affected 
public assurance.   
Although the legislative changes and reductions in financial support discussed earlier 
within this thesis have undoubtedly affected public assurance, this is also the area that 
has seen the most change in its strategic and operational organisational landscape over 
the study period. As mentioned above, the changing organisational landscape has seen 
new organisations, new roles and new responsibilities emerge as well as the reform 
and/or disappearance of previous and often well-established organisations (Murphy et 
al. 2019b, NAO, 2013, 2014). Successive governments have invariably sought to 
respond to performance challenges or implement policy changes with or through 
changes to governance arrangements and to the external scrutiny of all four services 
or sectors.  More specifically, they have sought to improve assurance to the public 
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through individual or collective changes to the components of the public assurance 
domain shown on Figure 2.  
The papers submitted as part of this thesis have taken an increasing interest in public 
assurance issues (papers 1-4 and 7-11 inclusive), not least because some have been 
based on research commissioned by the NAO (Ferry and Murphy 2015, Murphy 2015, 
Murphy 2016a) as it sought to understand the challenges to its continuing operations 
following the closure of the Audit Commission and the transfer of some of its former 
roles and responsibilities to the NAO. Although accountability, openness, integrity and 
honesty are all Nolan principles, and within public services ‘accountability’ has been 
argued to be a super-ordinate concept (Glennon et al. 2019) it is not, of itself, sufficient 
for public assurance (as the Nolan principles imply). It is dependent on the quality and 
quantity of transparency and the evidence and information available, and also needs to 
take account of the political, historical and geographical contexts of governance and 
culture (Cooper and Lapsley 2019).  
The largest reorganisation within the study period came with the reorganisation of 
Health and Social Care as a result of the Health and Social Care Act 2012 (papers 5 
and 6). However, the police have seen the emergence of Police and Crime 
Commissioners, (paper 7, Murphy 2016b); Fire and Rescue welcomed a new 
Inspectorate (Murphy 2017, Murphy and Glennon 2018a, 2018b, Murphy and Lakoma 
2018), as well as Police, Fire and Crime Commissioners (Eckersley and Lakoma 
2019); while all four sectors were significantly affected by the abolition of the Audit 
Commission (papers 1, 2, 3, 9 and 10, and Murphy et al. 2019a, 2019b) as well as 
changes to the external audit arrangements in the Local Audit and Accountability Act 
2014 (papers 7, 10 and 11).  
Despite express intentions to the contrary, the organisation landscape of the four 
locally delivered services or sectors that are the subject of this submission have got 
more crowded and complex over the study period (papers 3, 7, and 10). The empirical 
work cited above, together with papers 1-4 and 7-11 (inclusive), articulate a situation 
where a range of central government reforms have created challenges by “obscuring 
whether or how much these four services are delivering what is needed, to the level 
desired by the public and in a sustainable way” (Murphy et al. 2019a p. 133). It is 
therefore difficult for them to be able to demonstrate continuous improvement, value 
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for money and economical, efficient and effective multiple agency working, using the 
current frameworks and regulatory environment. A view shared by the NAO (2015) 
and the Public Accounts Committee (2016).         
To be effective public assurance and public service accountability need to:-  
• balance forward looking and backward looking forms of accountability; 
• navigate or negotiate the tensions between centrally imposed and locally 
determined objectives and accountabilities (in both their individual and 
systemic forms); 
• embrace and integrate financial and performance accountability along 
with quantitative and qualitative methods to promote a dialogue of 
accountability between all key stakeholders. (Glennon et al. 2019) 
Although previous regimes and frameworks acknowledge and attempt to achieve these 
aims, the more recent frameworks do not. Papers 7-11 (inclusive) demonstrate that 
‘answerability’ in terms of the traditional principal/agent relationship is not 
conceptually or practically sufficient for the complex and dynamic public service 
assurance environment considered in these papers. Accountability and public 
assurance need to be based on an open and robust conversation or dialogue between 
the multiple stakeholders, and not just between central government and local agencies 
and thence between agencies and the users of their services. It should be based on a 
robust appraisal of resources available and the needs of individuals and communities 
and how the two are best aligned (papers 10, 11, Murphy et al. 2019a).  
The most recent National Framework for Fire and Rescue Services (Home Office 
2018a) and the new inspection programme (HMICFRS 2018a), like previous national 
frameworks, have created the opportunity and focus for such a dialogue. 
Understanding performance regimes and the context, the parameters, the agencies and 
the relationships operating within the three domains of policy development, service 
delivery and public assurance in public services or sectors is the essence of that 
dialogue. Attempting to bring them together in a single framework can enhance public 
understanding and encourage engagement as well as increasing the potential to achieve 
better multiple-agency co-operation; continuous improvement in service delivery,  
value for money and public assurance. It is not inevitable or automatic that they will 
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do these things but it does increase the potential to achieve them and to do so more 
economically, efficiently and effectively.       
 
Conclusions 
 
Both the introductory chapter to this thesis and all of the individual publications that 
are included within it address the collective research question of the thesis. The first 
part of the research question addresses the effectiveness of policy development, service 
delivery and/or public assurance arrangements that are brought together in 
performance regimes or national frameworks in the four public services or sectors that 
the research has explored. The second part is about how they can be improved, while 
maintaining continuous improvement, achieving value for money and acknowledging 
the appropriate financial and legislative parameters.   
Martin et al. (2016, p.129) have called for future research to include “analysis of the 
impacts of performance regimes and interactions between their visible features”; their 
call finds resonance in both this introductory chapter/critical study and in almost all of 
the publications in this thesis. The potential for learning and improvement in both 
theory and practice is also exemplified and demonstrated by the publications that make 
up this submission, the empirical evidence that informs their underpinning research 
and (in some cases), the policy and practice that was subsequently developed out of 
them.  
Each of the papers submitted has individual conclusions and recommendations, but 
collectively they demonstrate the utility and usefulness of holistic, comprehensive and 
coherent frameworks or regimes not only for policy-making, but for improving 
services to the public and for assuring the public that public money is being spent 
appropriately. In all cases they also help to highlight inadequacies and/or omissions 
and/or areas for improvement. 
Key partners and collaborative stakeholders, particularly those in multi-agency and 
joint and collectively responsible operating environments (such as local authorities and 
the NHS in their respective sectors; or the Police, Fire and Ambulance Services), need 
this information and assurance if they are to continually improve their respective 
services and meet their individual and collective responsibilities to the public. The 
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government also needs quality assured and robust information if it is to demonstrate 
that public services are achieving Best Value and value for money while facilitating 
improvement and meeting the national and local objectives of the particular service or 
sector. 
The publications demonstrate the interrelationships and interdependencies of policy 
development, service delivery and public assurance mechanisms and show how their 
economic, efficiency and effectiveness can be improved when brought together and 
clearly articulated in robust performance management regimes. Although desirable 
and achievable, this is however insufficient, of itself, to guarantee or ensure that 
improvements in these areas always follows as the analysis of some of the later 
frameworks within the papers shows.  It also demonstrates that insufficient attention 
and priority has been given to effective policy development, to service delivery 
challenges and in particular to public assurance over more recent years. As a result, 
public policy in this area has been disparate and at times incoherent, it has created 
avoidable problems and unnecessary challenges to service delivery, while public 
assurance has significantly deteriorated.     
One particular but persistent theme that emerges in all three domains since 2010 relates 
to the availability and use of robust evidence, data and information. The quality of the 
‘evidence base’ is one of the key aspects of all three core areas (see Figure 2). Policy 
development, service delivery and public assurance systems are all dependent for their 
economy, efficiency and effectiveness on, inter alia, robust, reliable evidence and 
appropriate interrogatory and analytical mechanisms. The quality and quantity of 
performance management evidence and information is shown to be consistently 
improving under the successive national administrations up until 2010. Whether this 
amounted truly to comprehensive and consistent ‘evidence-based policy making’ was 
beyond the scope of this thesis; however, what these publications demonstrate is that 
overall and in key parts of these four sectors, the evidence base has significantly 
deteriorated since 2010. This is particularly apparent from papers 2, 3, 4, 7, 9, 10 and 
11, while paper 9 also provides a theoretical model for evaluating evidence bases for 
performance management regimes.  
The evidence base and the means to interrogate it deteriorated to such an extent in Fire 
and Rescue Services, that one of the (then) Home Secretary’s justifications for the late 
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amendments to the parliamentary bill that later became Chapters 1 to 4 of the Policing 
and Crime Act 2017, is a situation where 
 “it is currently almost impossible to scrutinise your local fire and rescue 
service. There’s no independent inspectorate; no regular audit of 
performance; and only limited available data on performance over time or 
between areas”  
(Home Office 2016 p. 8).  
This unacceptable situation is consistently highlighted by earlier publications in this 
submission, features in reports commissioned by the National Audit Office (Murphy 
2015) and was subsequently acknowledged by the Public Accounts Select Committee 
during their review and report on the financial sustainability of fire and rescue services 
(PAC 2016).     
Overall the publications in this thesis demonstrate a surprising, disappointing but 
consistent failure of recent governments and their advisers to learn from (or in some 
case even acknowledge) notable or good practice from alternative or previous regimes 
and frameworks, or from frameworks in other services or sectors. They demonstrate a 
regrettable insularity to innovations, and initiatives from previous administrations and 
from international practice. In effect, they show that throughout the period from 2010 
onwards, the performance management arrangements in England were not delivering 
joined up policy development, that service delivery was sub-optimal and that public 
assurance was deteriorating. 
     
Contribution to theory   
 
Ironically, this disappointment in the development of practice (at least in England) 
contrasts sharply with the development of public management theory over the same 
period particularly in two of the theoretical approaches most relevant to the subject 
matter of this thesis.  
The first approach is from public management theories that acknowledge and 
explicitly build on the concept of ‘public value’. The second is the body of work, which 
has recently built up around Public Service Dominant Logic (PSDL). These have both 
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made significant progress over the years since 2010 and that progress has recently been 
summarised and clearly articulated in two key contributions.    
Lindgreen et al. (2019) provide a “systematic and interdisciplinary examination” of 
how the concept of public value has emerged and developed beyond Moore’s (1995) 
original focus on service delivery that was based primarily on North American 
practice. They demonstrate that there is a range of organisations that create public 
value, not just public sector organisations, but voluntary and commercial organisations 
and not just outsourced or commercial organisations providing goods and services to 
the public sector but freestanding commercial organisations. It also demonstrates 
differing conceptualisations and perspectives on public value (other than Moore’s 
original perspective) for example material welfare and rights-based formulations 
(Rutgers 2019, Brewer 2019). This in their terms, ‘broadens’ the theory and practice 
of creating and delivering public value to other sectors, although they caution that 
whilst the use of the concept within the charity/voluntary/third sector “fits pretty 
comfortably” in the commercial sector; “it can fit but more awkward[ly]. In latter in 
particular it 
 “is vulnerable to abuse such as when public value gets used to justify 
commercial enterprises that generate profits without recognising the 
interests and rights of employees, suppliers, consumers or citizens in 
society as a whole” (Lindgreen et al. 2019 p. xxiix).     
In addition, various contributions help ‘deepen’ the theory of public value as they 
demonstrate how public value can be created by individuals as well as by collectives 
and by organisations (Maynhardt 2019, Mayhardt and Fröhlich 2019). In addition, 
Douglas and Noordegraaf (2019) show how different stakeholders prioritise different 
value dimensions in the interpretation of public value and may have competing 
perspectives that need to be consolidated in the design of public organisations. Moore 
(1995) had noted that the design of organisations is not only shaped by the ‘task 
environment’ but was also subject to the wishes of the ‘authorising environment’.  
“The most suitable design achieves an instrumental match with the task 
environment and an institutional match with the authorizing environment 
producing both efficiency and legitimacy” (Lindgreen et al. 2019, p. xxx).  
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However “the appropriate design may change with shifts in the task and 
authorisation environment….(so) public value transforms the relatively 
static phenomenon of organisational design into a dynamic and lively 
affair. Organisational design is about designing multiple spaces for public 
value, where different stakeholders interactively intertwine the different 
dimensions of value, while constantly adapting to changes. (Douglas and 
Noordegraaf 2019, p.63).    
There are two questions that flow from this for future research based on the conceptual 
model developed over the course of this thesis, which explicitly acknowledge, and 
embraces the concept of public value. Is the model sufficiently dynamic and is it 
conceptually broad enough for future use in the light of the latest theoretical 
developments?  
The model was explicitly designed to be a dynamic model acknowledging both a 
changing task environment and a changing authorizing environment but is it 
conceptually broad enough to take account of value creation and co-creation outside 
of the public organisations and their key stakeholders? The model has generally been 
applied at a sectoral level and when it has been applied at an organisational or service 
level, it has generally been within Fire and Rescue Services or Public Health services. 
These are services, that are overwhelmingly delivered directly by public organisation 
or in collaboration with other public sector organisations. Future empirical research at 
a more granular level in a more ‘hybridized’ sector, organisation or network of 
organisations would therefore be desirable to test the robustness of the model. The 
operationalisation of the model via the use of Key Lines of Enquiry as described on 
pages 42-44 is however an inherently flexible way to operationalise the model. They 
have been used for adapting to changes in both task and authorizing in performance 
management regimes in the past, not least by the former Audit Commission.      
 Secondly, the conceptual model (at best) inherently (rather than expressly) assumes 
material welfare and human rights will be respected in the process of operationalising 
the use of the model whether for evaluative or developmental purposes. It is bounded 
by the Nolan principles. However, the latest literature suggests there could be a need 
for these assumptions to be expressly stated as part of the detailed model (or its specific 
application to a service or sector) rather than relying on the Nolan principles and the 
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application of the Human Rights Act. This be accommodated/reiterated in the KLOEs 
but could also be tested in future empirical research using the model.  
Public Service Dominant Logic (PSDL) was built on the development of service 
dominant logic identified by Lusch and Vargo (2006, 2014) in the marketing literature; 
this recognised that some organisations were in effect ‘service dominated’ rather than 
‘product dominated’ in their objectives and outputs. PSDL acknowledged that the 
delivery of public services (as opposed to public products such as capital schemes) had 
gradually become the main output of current public service organisations (Osborne, et 
al. 2013). At the same time, there was an acknowledgement that in many services the 
role of the user, client, citizen or recipient of public services was increasingly as co-
producer and/or co-creator of its value (Handyman et al. 2015, Alford 2016).   
Osborne, one of the most prominent contributors to the development and theory of 
PSDL has recently argued for a revised conceptualisation of this approach and a shift 
in emphasis in what he calls ‘this emergent paradigm’ both between co-production and 
value creation/co-creation and between the respective roles of public service 
organisations, citizens and service users in these processes (Osborne 2018, p. 225). He 
has recently suggested that PSDL is neither a necessary nor sufficient term and should 
be superseded by ‘Public Service Logic’ (PSL) because co-production and co-creation 
are different ways of adding value and that co-production assumes a process where the 
public service organisation is dominant and where the logic is linear and based upon 
product dominant conceptualisations of production.  
“Co-creation assumes an interactive and dynamic relationship where value 
is created at the nexus of interaction. Value for the service user and the 
public service organisation thus are created not by linear production but 
rather by this interaction occurring within the context of the service user’s 
wider life experience (Grönroos 2011)”.  
                                                                          (Osborne 2018 p. 225-226). 
This Osborne contends has significant implications for how we understand the 
relationship between public service organisations and service users in public service 
delivery – and for “what this relationship means for the value that public services 
create in society”. He accepts that what constitutes ‘value’ in public services is 
‘embryonic’ and contested. 
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“For some it is a variant of Moore’s (1995) public value, for others it 
resides with individual citizens, whilst for yet others it can be both and 
where individual and public value may be congruent or dissonant……..  
Nonetheless, by shifting our focus from linear co-production to dynamic 
value co-creation, PSL reveals an essential truth often obscured in current 
management theory. PSOs do not create value for citizens – they can only 
make a public service offering. It is how the citizen uses this offering and 
how it interacts with his/her own life experiences that creates value..... It 
is the citizen and/or service user who creates the performance and value of 
a public service, with the PSO acting as a facilitator of this process…. PSL 
therefore starts from the service user as its basic unit of analysis and 
explores how public services, and PSOs, might be designed to facilitate 
the co-creation of value by service users, not vice versa”.  (Osborne 2018 
p.228). 
Osborne supports this by referring to two areas (a teaching experience and a 
health treatment) where the respective public services provide outputs rather 
than outcomes. He ignores the evidence that when ‘good’ teaching or more 
effective health treatments are aggregated to the ‘population’ level they create 
or provide greater collective value than poorer or less effective outputs and that 
comparative data can be generated to demonstrate good practise. He admits his 
‘insights’ contains many conundrums of their own that need to be elucidated 
before the potential of his contribution can be “unlocked”.  He also focusses on 
the service domain and does not address the policy domain. It is therefore in the 
service delivery and the assurance domains that his insights have most relevance 
for the operationalisation of the conceptual model.  
Osbornes’ insight therefore has potential theoretical value but more limited 
practical value at least until his multiple conundrums are resolved, and all key 
individual interactions are identified and outcomes measured. It does however 
serve to remind researchers and practitioners to focus (where possible) on 
outcomes and added or created value but it also has many theoretical challenges 
as well as the obvious practical limitations and challenges.  
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Not all interactions with public services are individual interactions, there are 
collective interactions and non-interactions (e.g. non-visible services such as 
security and diplomatic services), and at times individuals can be clients, 
customers, users, citizens, visitors, part of the demos or multiple combinations 
thereof. Similarly, the objectives and organisation of public services clearly 
differ and not all public service organisations provide services. For some 
services, for instance, when individuals, communities or specific parts of the 
populations are subject to restrictions, regulation or incarceration such as in the 
criminal justice system they seldom view the imposition (albeit in the interests 
of the public) as adding value. Other services, such as development control, exist 
to balance and negotiate between individual and collective interests. In some 
areas the provision of council or social housing is welcomed in others it is 
resisted and tax collection has never been universally popular. 
In practice (to a greater or lesser extent) because public services and their 
regulators are obliged to improve transparency and accountability as well as 
continuously improve services, all performance management regimes assume 
some form of public engagement, participation or consultation in their policy 
development and service delivery domains. An appropriate quality and amount 
of engagement can be designed into the system - which can also be contested by 
various stakeholders, including the public. It can also be operationalised and 
‘tested’ in the assurance regime. Public service organisations are specifically 
resourced by the representatives of the taxpayers to undertake or achieve specific 
objectives, targets, outputs, and outcomes, not necessarily to interact with 
individuals. While public service logic reminds us to focus on the user, and the 
creation of value, it is recent contributions to public value theory that appear to 
be the more fertile and potentially fruitful avenues to explore in future research.  
One of the areas that will require further research is in the generalisability and 
relevance of the research approach and potentially the application of the model 
arising from this research to other countries. The research to-date has been used 
by policy makers, practitioners and regulators/auditors/inspectorates across 
various parts of the public sector in the four countries of the UK, particularly in 
England and Scotland (Murphy et al. 2018d, Murphy et al. 2019a). Academics 
and practitioners in Europe, America and Australasia have welcomed it but, it 
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clearly requires further empirical  research to gauge just how much relevance or 
use it could be in non-UK settings.      
  
Contribution to empirical knowledge and practice  
 
The publications in this submission and the introductory chapter/critical review have 
collectively sought to provide a high-level critical overview of the policy development, 
service delivery and public assurance arrangements in four locally delivered public 
services in the UK over the last 20 years. The publications have also sought to examine 
the context, the parameters, the agencies and the relationships operating within and 
between these three areas and the strategic and operational environment within which 
they are all set. In order to further knowledge and understanding of these areas, their 
context and their interrelationships, a conceptual model has been developed to evaluate 
current or previous regimes and frameworks and to facilitate future evaluation of 
changes to frameworks or their constituent parts. This is itself a significant 
contribution to knowledge and a contribution to practice, as briefing papers and 
presentations on the model and/or parts of the model have been commissioned by the 
Scottish government (Murphy et al. 2018c), and HMICFRS the new inspectorate for 
the police and fire and rescue services (Murphy et al. 2018d). 
Individual performance regimes generally define regimes/frameworks by their own 
individual objectives and/or contents, and according to Martin et al.’s review, scholars 
who have used the concept of a regime have done so in a general sense rather than as 
an analytical tool (Martin et al. 2016). This thesis has created both a definition and a 
conceptualisation of the regimes or frameworks designed explicitly to be used as an 
explanatory, exploratory and an analytical tool. Each of the individual publications 
have both helped develop this perspective and used the developing perspective to 
demonstrate significant inadequacies, omissions or potential improvements in a 
particular framework or frameworks or parts of a framework.  
Each of the papers submitted has individual conclusions and recommendations, but 
collectively they demonstrate the utility and usefulness of holistic, comprehensive and 
coherent frameworks or regimes not only for policymaking, but also for improving 
services to the public and for assuring the public that public money is being spent 
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appropriately. In all cases, they also help to highlight inadequacies and/or omissions 
and/or areas for improvement. 
Key partners and collaborative stakeholders, particularly those in multi-agency and 
joint and collectively responsible operating environments (such as local authorities and 
the NHS in their respective sectors; or the Police, Fire and Ambulance Services), need 
this information and assurance if they are to continually improve their respective and 
collective services and meet their individual and collective responsibilities to the 
public. The government also needs quality assured and robust information if it is to 
demonstrate that public services are achieving Best Value and value for money while 
facilitating improvement and meeting the national and local objectives of the particular 
service or sector. 
The publications demonstrate the interrelationships and interdependencies of policy 
development, service delivery and public assurance mechanisms and show how their 
economic, efficiency and effectiveness can be improved when brought together and 
clearly articulated in robust performance management regimes. Although desirable 
and achievable, this is however, insufficient of itself, to guarantee or ensure that 
improvements in these areas always follows as the analysis of some of the later 
frameworks within the papers shows.  The publications also demonstrate that 
insufficient attention and priority has been given to effective policy development, to 
service delivery challenges and in particular to public assurance over more recent 
years. As a result, public policy in this area has been disparate and at times incoherent; 
it has created avoidable problems and unnecessary challenges to service delivery, 
while public assurance has significantly deteriorated.     
The previously published papers, and the analysis within this introductory chapter, all 
demonstrate how the conceptual model, or constituent parts of the model, have been 
extensively used to analyse existing or proposed frameworks or parts of frameworks. 
The conceptualisations have also been used in analytical or evaluative research reports 
commissioned or invited by the UK and Scottish Governments and by national 
agencies such as the National Audit Office (Ferry and Murphy 2015, Murphy 2015, 
2016, Murphy and Greenhalgh 2012, 2013e, 2015, 2016, Murphy et al, 2018a, 2018b, 
2018c, 2018d). This demonstrates a contribution to reducing the acknowledged gap 
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between both theory and practice and the academic and professional literature relating, 
in particular, to emergency services (Wankhade and Murphy 2012).            
Earlier in this thesis the author referred to potential tensions and challenges because of 
the proximity of the research area to the researcher, particularly the challenge of 
remaining objective. Another challenge, very conspicuous in the first few years of the 
thesis has been to write in an academic manner and style. Although the author was 
competent to write professional and official reports, advice guidance etc., the purpose 
and style of academic writing needed to be both mastered and improved. In retrospect, 
learning to write in an academic style also helped develop writing for impact and 
writing for advocacy. Writing for newspapers, the media and for pressure groups 
requires a different style of writing as does writing for websites and social media. 
Being very conscious about the purpose for which one is writing and the intended 
audience helps to shape the content and presentation of the research.  It has also helped 
to bridge the gap between theory and practice and the academic and professional 
literature.         
This thesis encapsulates and responds to Martin et al.’s, justification for the value of 
the concept of a performance regime in that it “helps to frame comparative and 
longitudinal analyses of approaches to performance assessment and draws attention to 
the ways in which public service performance regimes operate at different levels, how 
they change over time and what drives their development” (2016 p. 219), although 
some of the publications appeared before Martin et al.’s paper was published. 
Finally, the model helps to present and understand the submitted publications and the 
research on which they have been based as a coherent body of work. The author’s 
intention, as always, has been to contribute to the improvement of public policy and 
public practice.  
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